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SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


Criteria  For  Shifting  of  Services  ' 

This  report  recommends  that  the  administration  and/or 
financing  of  a  selected  group  of  public  services  be  shifted 
from  municipalities  to  the  state  government  in  Massachusetts. 

Several  criteria  are  used  to  identify  local  functions  and 
local  fiscal  responsibilities  which  are  more  suitable  for  state 
than  local  financing.   The  first  criterion  is  the  efficiency  of 
delivery  of  the  service:  for  some  functions,  such  as  solid 
waste  disposal,  technology  makes  it  more  costly  per  capita  to 
provide  the  service  separately  through  Individual  municipalities 
than  to  operate  regionally-based  waste  disposal  facilities.   The 
second  criterion  is  the  degree  to  which  residents  of  the  service 
area  are  agreed  as  to  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  service  to 
be  provided.   The  greatest  degree  of  consensus  can  always  be 
found  at  the  lowest  jurisdictional  level,  but  this  report  argues 
that  for  the  services  selected  for  shifting,  state  financing  will 
not  result  In  service  levels  too  different  from  any  one  munici- 
pality's preferences.   For  example,  there  is  not  likely  to  be 
much  dispute  among  municipal  officials  as  to  correctional  in- 
stitution standards.   Third,  the  report  recommends  shifting 
services  which  have  significant  "spill-in"  or  "spill-out" 
characteristics;  that  is,  when  municipally-financed,  they  benefit 
or  adversely  affect  residents  of  other  local  Jurisdiations  which 
have  no  voice  in  their  delivery,  on  the  one  hand;  and  on  the 
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^    other  hand,  services  with  these  characteristics  Involve  costs 
without  commensurate  benefits  to  the  responsible  Jurisdiction 
and  eventually  generate  taxpayer  resistance  which  forces  severe 
reductions  in  service  levels.   Vocational  education  and  trans- 
portation are  two  good  examples  of  this  phenomenon.   The 
fourth  criterion  is  that  the  area  taxed  to  provide  any  service 
which  effects  a  redistribution  of  services  or  cash  (e.g.  health 
and  hospitals,  veterans'  assistance)  should  include  enough 
persons  In  both  groups  to  make  redistribution  worthwhile: 
enough  of  those  we  wish  to  redistribute  from  and  enough  of  those 
we  wish  to  redistribute  to.   A  great  many  municipalities  in 
Massachusetts  are  somewhat  Internally  homogeneous  with  respect 
to  Income;  that  is,  the  Incomes  of  residents  of  any  one 
community  are  likely  to  cluster.   This  tendency  inhibits  the 
provision  of  services  with  redlstributive  objectives  which  might 
significantly  change  the  relative  inequality  of  opportunity  or 
well-being. 

In  addition,  the  report  notes  that  over-dependence  on  the 
local  property  tax  has  both  inefficient  and  inequitable  conse- 
quences which  can  be  somewhat  alleviated  by  any  kind  or  measure 
of  property  tax  relief. 
Impacts  on  Affected  Governmental  Jurisdictions 

The  total  Impact  of  the  shift  of  services  on  affected 
governmental  jurisdictions  Is  elaborated  in  detail  In  Chapter  II. 
Chapter  II  also  summarizes  the  method  of  calculation  and  explains 

^   the  underlying  assumptions.   The  governmental  Impacts  may  be 

capsuled  as  follows:   the  total  estimated  savings  to  the  City  of 
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Boston  of  the  proposed  shifts  In  1973  (using  both  actual  1973 
figures  and  1970  figures  which  have  been  corrected  for  Inflation) 
would  be  $90,495,000.   The  estimated  savings  to  all  other  munici- 
palities in  1973  would  total  $190,168,000.   Since  local  savings 
would  be  in  the  form  of  property  tax  relief,  Boston's  tax 
reduction  would  be  equivalent  to  about  26  percent  of  the  1973 
property  tax  levy;  tax  reductions  to  all  other  municipalities' 
would  amount  to  about  11  percent  of  their  aggregate  1973 
property  tax  levy.   With  the  anticipated  changes  in  service  levels 
once  the  state  assumes  the  administration  and/or  financing  of  the 
services,  the  Commonwealth's  total  obligation  will  Increase  by  an 
estimated  $363,182,000. 

Two  alternatives  were  explored  for  financing  the  additional 
state  expenditures.   Under  the  first,  approximately  $93,200,000 
of  the  overall  increase  was  allocated  to  the  state  motor  fuel  tax 
and  $135,000,000  each  to  the  state  income  tax  and  the  state  sales 
tax.   This  proposal  would  mean  an  Increase  of  four  cents  per 
gallon  in  the  motor  fuel  tax,  and  an  increase  to  five  percent  in 
the  sales  tax.   As  for  the  income  tax  component,  in  order  to 
make  incidence  calculations,  the  assumption  was  made  that  the 
additional  funds  would  be  raised  by  levying  a  surcharge  on  the 
present  state  income  tax  bills,  rather  than  Inferring  what  kind 
of  tax  rate  and  tax  base  configurations  might  be  designed  to 
raise  the  additional  revenues.   This  would  mean  a  tax  surcharge 
of  18  percent  on  present  tax  bills. 

The  tax  arrangement  under  the  second  alternative  is  also 
$93,200,000  for  the  motor  fuel  tax,  while  the  remainder  of 
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$270,000,000  is  allocated  to  the  Income  tax.   This  additional  Income 
tax  levy  is  equivalent  to  a  surcharge  of  36  percent  on  current 
state  income  tax  bills. 
Tax  Incidence 

On  the  basis  of  a  series  of  assumptions  generally  accepted  by 
the  economics  profession  concerning  the  overall  patterns  of 
incidence  of  property,  income  and  sales  taxes  and  applying  these 
assumptions  to  data  for  the  City  of  Boston,  Chapter  III  of  this 
study  has  empirically  estimated  the  incidence  on  specific  classes 
of  residents.   Calculations  were  made  of  the  changes  in  total  tax 
payments  (property  taxes  to  municipalities;  income,  sales,  and 
motor  fuel  excise  to  the  State)  made  by  representative  households, 
characterized  by  household  size  and  annual  income,  which  would 
emerge  from  the  proposed  shifts  in  service  responsibilities.   The 
results  indicate  that  in  total,  Boston  residents  would  pay  less 
in  taxes  to  the  City  and  the  State  after  the  shift.   Within  the 
City  of  Boston  they  show  that  one  of  the  consequences   of  the 
shifts  to  state  financing,  would  be  a  tax  burden  which  is  less 
regressive  i.e.  more  equitable  across  households.   The  tax  bur- 
den changes  from  its  present  relatively  heavy  weight  on  low- 
income  resident  families  to  a  greater  sharing  of  the  burden  by 
higher  income  groups.   This  result  is  due  to  the  lesser 
regressivity  of  state  taxes  (notably  the  income  tax)  than  the 
local  property  tax. 

The  incidence  on  residents  of  other  municipalities  of  the 
state  was  not  examined  in  this  report,  and  would  require  similar 
detailed  Information  and  analysis  of  the  characteristics  of  the 
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"    local  tax  bases  and  of  their  resident  populations.   The  residents 
of  some  communities  may  fare  as  Boston  residents  have;  others  will 
not.   Although  the  tax  Impact  on  different  resident  groups  within 
particular  municipalities  was  not  determined,  observations  can  be 
made  about  the  aggregate  results.   Because  the  proposed  shifts  in 
financing  Include  some  changes  In  service  levels  (bringing  all 
municipalities  up  to  uniform  service  standards,  for  example), 
the  shifts  as  outlined  mean  an  increase  in  total  expenditures; 
that  is,  the  state  government  will  spend  more  for  the  services 
after  the  shifts  are  Implemented  than  the  municipalities  are 
currently  spending  for  such  services.   This  implies  that  some 
residents  of  the  state  will  be  paying  higher  total  taxes  once 
the  shifts  are  completed.   There  are  two  potential  offsets  to 
the  magnitude  of  such  Increases,  however;  first,  state  taxes 
(especially  the  income  tax,  because  of  federal  deductibility) 
are  more  "exportable"  to  residents  of  other  states.   Second, 
the  improvement  in  tax  efficiency  (especially  the  alleviation 
of  some  of  the  distortions  caused  by  the  property  tax)  should 
bolster  the  total  economic  activity  of  the  state  which  is  sub- 
ject to  taxation.   Moreover,  the  statewide  Interpersonal 
incidence  should  be  similar  to  the  impact  demonstrated  for 
Boston;  that  is,  tax  burdens  would  be  shared  to  a  greater 
degree  with  the  state's  higher  income  inhabitants.   This  report 
also  indicates  that  the  change  in  burden,  both  among  governmental 
jurisdictions  and  among  classes  of  households,  is  consonant  with 

9   one  of  the  following  desired  objectives,  depending  on  the  specific 
public  service  being  shifted:   (1)  greater  efficiency  (those  who 
receive  the  benefits  of  government  services  should  pay),  (2) 
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greater  equity  (those  who  have  the  "ability  to  pay"  should  pay 
their  fair  share). 

This  study  has  attempted  to  advance  in  several  ways  the 
continuing  discussion  of  the  appropriate  allocation  of  govern- 
mental responsibilities  in  the  provision  of  public  services.' 
Past  studies  and  theoretical  analysis  have  helped  to  provide  a 
framework  for  deciding  how  services  should  be  assigned  among 
levels  of  government.   In  addition  they  show  the  inefficiencies 
(caused  by  administrative  problems  or  externalities)  of  the 
present  patterns  and  arrangements.   The  implicit  assumption 
in  these  studies  is  that  the  reallocation  of  governmental 
responsibilities  along  the  lines  of  the  criteria  previously 
described,  by  bringing  savings  to  local  governments,  will  auto- 
matically benefit  local  residents. 

This  study  also  builds  on  previous  research  by  adopting 
a  similar  framework  for  analyzing  which  municipal  responsibilities 
should  be  shifted  to  the  state  level  in  Massachusetts.   However, 
the  analysis  of  these  issues  is  carried  one  step  further  by 
detailing  the  actual  costs  involved  in  transferring  the 
responsibilities  and  indicating  the  impact  on  central  city 
residents.   The  assumption  that  city  residents  will  benefit  if 
service  and  financial  responsibilities  are  altered  so  as  to 
achieve  governmental  efficiency  is  supported  empirically  by  the 
investigation  of  the  incidence  of  the  shifts  from  local  to  state 
taxes.   Residents  of  the  city  pay  taxes  to  the  city,  the  state, 
and  the  federal  government.   The  shifting  policy,  which  decreases 
city  taxes  and  increases  state  taxes,  obviously  benefits  the  city 
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government,  and  this  study  shows  that  it  also  benefits  most  of 
the  residents  of  the  City  of  Boston.   The  case  for  such  a  shift 
is  made  stronger  by  the  examination  of  how  the  shift  will  affect 
the  real  income  position  of  representative  city  residents.   The 
Study  demonstrates  that  a  move  toward  greater  equity  and 
efficiency  in  the  assignment  of  governmental  responsibilities 
in  Massachusetts  also  provides  the  opportunity  through  changes 
in  financing  to  bring  about  a  more  equitable  distribution  of 
total  tax  burdens. 


-XVll- 


FOREWORD 


This  study  is  one  of  a  series  of  national  agenda  comparative 
projects  in  policy  research  carried  out  under  auspices  of  the^ 
Urban  Observatory  Program.   It  demonstrates  the  cooperative  effort 
of  a  group  of  central  cities  with  relatively  large  populations 
and  similar  problems  to  perform  policy  research  within  the  frame- 
work of  a  general  consensus  concerning  hypothesis,  research 
methodology  and  expected  output.   Moreover,  it  experiments  with 
the  comparative  research  technique  in  an  area  of  policy  which 
has  the  highest  priority  on  the  urban  agenda,  municipal  finance. 

The  basic  strategy  of  this  study,  that  administration  and/ 
or  financing  of  selected  municipal  services  should  be  shifted  to 
the  state,  is  an  underdeveloped  approach  to  solution  of  the 
municipal  finance  problem.   Thus  its  major  thesis  advances  the 
growing  body  of  literature  dealing  with  rationale  for  assigning 
functional  responsibilities  to  various  levels  of  government. 
Moreover,  the  comprehensive  framework  which  underlies  the  con- 
ceptualization of  the  strategy  is  somewhat  unique,  as  is  the 
detailed  analysis  of  costs  and  benefits  to  affected  governmental 
jurisdictions  implied  by  the  service  transfers.   Finally,  the 
in-depth  inquiry  of  the  tax  Incidence  for  households  of  varying 
Incomes  in  the  City  of  Boston  resulting  from  the  shifts  of 
municipal  service  and  financial  responsibilities  to  state  taxes 
^  takes  policy  research  in  municipal  finance  a  major  step  forward 
by  pointing  out  precisely  who  gains  and  who  benefits  at  the  tax- 
payer source  and  by  how  much. 
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f  I.  INTRODUCTION 

Background  of  Study 

This  report  picks  up  where  the  initial  Boston  Urban 
Observatory  (BUO)  report  on  municipal  finance  leaves  off.   The 

latter  study  found  that  "the  chronic  crisis  in  municipal  finance 
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in  Massachusetts  is  essentially  an  over-worked  property  tax." 

By  1972  property  taxes  per  capita  in  this  state  had  reached  $353 
and  are  now  estimated  to  rank  highest  among  the  50  states  of  the 
nation.   Moreover,  the  BUO  report  attributed  an  important  cause 
of  this  over-dependence  on  property  taxes  to: 

1.  Failure  to  reallocate  traditional  patterns 
of  functional  responsibility  as  between 
local  and  state  governments,  and 

2.  Failure  to  shift  the  financing  of  certain 
costly  services  —  health  and  hospitals, 
veterans'  benefits,  courts,  corrections, 
mass  transit,  regional  parks  and  recreation, 
regional  sewage  treatment  and  disposal,  etc. 
—  away  from  property  taxes  to  broad-based, 
statewide  sources  of  revenues... 3 

Thus,  this  follow-up  study  of  municipal  finance  adopts  the 
above  conclusions  and  settles  on  a  services  shift/financing  re- 
allocation strategy  as  a  relatively  untried  variant  for  coping 
with  a  local  fiscal  problem  which  continues  to  be  serious  notwith- 
standing a  series  of  steps  taken  during  the  past  few  years  to 
ease  municipal  fiscal  pressures. 

A  summary  of  the  magnitude  of  the  local  fiscal  problem,  drawn 
from  the  first  BUO  study,  may  be  useful  in  setting  the  stage  for 
^  the  detailed  discussion  of  the  rationale  and  the  implications  of 
a  reallocation  strategy  for  state-local  governments  and  residents. 
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I  By  1972,  only  five  years  after  having  surpassed  the  one-bllllon 
dollar  mark,  property  taxes  In  Massachusetts  had  climbed  above 
the  $2  billion  level  (to  $2,050  billion).   While  it  had  taken 
10  years  from  196O  for  property  taxes  to  double  (from  $698  million 
in  i960  to  $1,401  billion  in  I969),  particularly  heavy  pressures 
on  local  finances  since  196?  effected  almost  a  further  doubling 
of  property  taxes  within  half  a  decade  (from  $1,076  billion  in  ' 
1967  to  $2,050  billion  in  1972). 

During  the  1967-72  period  the  annual  rates  of  increase  for 
municipalities  in  the  state  as  a  group  ranged  from  10.6  percent 
to  16.3  percent,  the  average  yearly  increase  for  the  six-year 
period  being  in  excess  of  13  percent.   However,  the  annual  rates 
of  increase  in  property  taxes  have  declined  somewhat  during  the 
past  two  years.   Thus,  if  the  average  annual  rate  of  increase 
during  the  1973-75  period  is  conservatively  predicted  to  be  at 
the  10  percent  level,  total  property  taxes  will  reach  $2.7  billion 
by  1975. 

The  BUO  report  also  concluded  that  the  scale  of  general 
revenue  sharing  initiated  by  the  federal  government  late  in  1972 
(scheduled  for  gradual  but  modest  expansion  over  the  next  five 
years)  and  the  upward  trend  in  state  financial  assistance  to 
cities  and  towns  (mainly  distributions  for  general  school  purposes 
and  special  categories  of  school  program  reimbursements)  are  not 
likely  to  counteract  to  any  significant  degree  the  continuing 
financial  pressures  on  municipal  government  in  the  state. 

^     Recent  infusions  of  general  revenue  sharing  funds  from  the 
federal  government  and  modest  increases  in  state  financial 
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'  assistance  to  cities  and  towns  through  state  aid  formula  changes, 
the  state  lottery,  and  additional  highway  aid  at  best  will  mean  a 
short-lived,  temporary  respite  from  escalating  property  taxes. 
Moreover,  the  prospect  for  major  expansion  of  federal  revenue 
sharing  In  the  near  future  is  not  bright  and  major  proposals  by 
the  State  Master  Tax  Plan  Commission  to  limit  property  taxes  to 
40  percent  of  total  state-local  revenues  was  based  on  assumptions 
which  proved  to  be  tenuous.   During  the  1970-72  period  alone, 
total  property  taxes  in  Massachusetts  increased  by  $420  million, 
thereby  completely  wiping  out  the  $300  million  in  property  tax 
reduction  estimated  by  the  Master  Tax  Plan  Commission  as  the  out- 
come from  implementing  its  major  recommendations.   To  make 
property  taxes  in  Massachusetts  competitive  with  those  of 
neighboring  states  would  require  a  shift  of  at  least  $600  million 
away  from  local  taxes. 
Alternative  Strategies 

There  are  four  general  approaches  available  which  individually 
or  in  combination  could  be  considered  in  conceptualizing  an  all- 
out  attack  on  the  municipal  finance  problem  in  Massachusetts, 

One  strategy  might  be  called  a  do-it-yourself  strategy,  under 
which  additional  funds  are  raised  from  existing  and/or  new  local 
sources  of  revenue.   This  has  limited  potential  in  a  state  where 

.  the  legislature  has  restricted  cities  and  towns  by  and  large  to 
property  taxes  and  where  uniformity  provisions  in  the  state  con- 
stitution and  tax  policy  tradition  mitigate  against  giving 

^municipalities  wide  discretion  in  levying  taxes.   Thus,  except 
for  taking  full  advantage  of  opportunities  to  keep  user  charges 
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current  with  costs  and  for  adopting  additional  user  charges  where 
politically,  administratively  and  economically  feasible,  munici- 
palities would  find  only  limited  potential  in  this  strategy  for 
raising  large  amounts  of  revenue.   Even  in  a  city  the  size  of 
Boston,  it  is  doubtful  that  new  user  charges,  revised  user  charges 
and  improved  collection  of  present  charges  for  services  could  in- 
crease total  revenues  (about  $500  million  in  1972)  by  more  than 
two  or  three  perceht. 

A  second  strategy,  which  is  another  aspect  of  the  do-it- 
yourself  approach,  applies  to  the  expenditure  side.   This  covers 
decisions  designed  to  effect  cost  reduction,  program  reduction 
and  program  elimination,  which  are  generally  adopted  as  last- 
ditch  measures  when  all  other  options  have  failed.   But  this,  too, 
has  limited  utility  for  large-scale  alleviation  of  property  tax 
pressures.   At  best,  such  a  strategy  can  help  curb  the  rising 
tide  of  expenditures  and/or  hold  the  tax  line  for  a  limited  period 
of  time  but  can  hardly  be  applied  as  a  major  weapon  for  bringing 
property  taxes  back  to  competitive  levels.   The  City  of  Boston 
resorted  to  this  strategy  in  1972  to  effect  about  a  two  percent 
reduction  in  appropriations  for  operating  agencies  over  the  prior 
year  through  a  variety  of  program  decisions,  including  eliminating 
the  Department  of  Civil  Defense,  restricting  total  appropriations 
of  the  Health  and  Hospitals  Department  to  an  amount  which  would 
keep  the  City's  subsidy  from  going  beyond  its  current  level  of 
$12  million,  and  terminating  the  harbor  patrol  activity  of  the 
w  Police  Department. 

State  and  federal  aid,  a  third  optional  strategy,  has  been  on 
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the  steady  rise  In  Massachusetts  in  recent  years,  but  shifting 
aid  formulas,  erratic  annual  distributions,  earmarking  of 
assistance  for  discrete  functional  purposes,  and  levels  of 
financial  relief  too  low  to  offset  rising  expenditures  to  any 
appreciable  degree  have  limited  the  relative  effectiveness  of  ■ 
this  selective  approach.   Most  state  aid  measures  have  been 
piecemeal  and  sporadic  rather  than  comprehensive  in  scope. 
State  aid  has  focused  primarily  on  education;  a  minimum  of 
attention  has  been  given  to  the  state  aid  requirements  of  non- 
school  functions.   As  for  federal  aid,  general  revenue  sharing, 
amounting  to  $122.3  million  for  local  governments  in  1973  3  is 
not  destined  for  significant  expansion  in  future  years.   At  the 
present  scale  of  assistance,  federal  revenue  sharing  is  equiva- 
lent to  only  about  half  the  total  average  annual  Increase  in 
property  taxes.   The  state  aid  approach  should  not  be  discounted, 
however.   It  can  be  coupled,  mainly  as  a  financing  mechanism, 
to  cover  the  costs  of  the  fourth  strategy,  chosen  as  the  major 
focus  of  this  report. 

Basic  reallocation  of  municipal  responsibilities,  by 
shifting  the  administration  and/or  financing  of  a  selected  group 
of  functions  to  state  government,  is  the  feasible  comprehensive 
strategy  for  re-shaping  the  role  of  municipal  government  in 
Massachusetts  to  one  which  is  consistent  with  the  realities  of 
local  tax  resources  and  municipal  capabilities. 
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1.  Boston  Urban  Observatory,  Impact  of  the  State-Local  Tax 
Services  Mix  on  Municipal  Finances  In  the  Boston  Metropolitan 
Area:   A  Preliminary  Evaluation  (Prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Affairs,  Boston  College,  December,  1972). 

2.  Ibid. ,  p.  9. 

3.  Ibid. 

H.      For  a  similar  analytical  framework,  see  Dick  Netzer,  "The 

Budget:  Trends  and  Prospects",  in  Lyle  C.  Fitch  and  Annmarle  H, 
Walsh  (eds),  Agenda  for  a  City:   Issues  Confronting  New  York 
(1970,  Institute  of  Public  Administration,  N.Y.,  Sage 
Publications,  Beverly  Hills,  Calif.) 


I         II.   REALLOCATION  OP  RESPONSIBILITIES  AND/OR  PINANCING 

FOR  SELECTED  MUNICIPAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE:   RATIONALE  AND  ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

Por  the  last  fifty  years  the  federal  and  state  proportions 
of  total  public  expenditures  In  the  nation  have  been  rising,  re- 
flecting two  Important  trends:   (1)  the  shift  of  the  direct 
responsibility  for  some  functions  or  parts  of  functions  from 
municipal  to  federal  and  state  levels  of  government,  and  (2) 
greater  financial  participation  by  federal  and  state  governments 
in  functions  which  municipal  governments  continue  to  administer. 
This  movement  has  been  affecting  Massachusetts  to  a  lesser  degree 
than  other  states,  however,  because  the  range  of  services  performed 
at  the  local  level  In  this  state  is  greater,  and  by  and  large,  the 
prevailing  service  standards  are  higher  than  in  most  states.   The 
long  history  of  most  municipal  services  in  Massachusetts  (municipal 
functions  ante-date  their  counterparts  in  state  government),  the 
pioneering  and  experimental  traditions  in  selected  services  and 
other  factors  help  to  explain  the  relatively  generous  standards  of 
municipal  services  in  the  large  metropolitan  areas  of  Massachusetts, 
Thus,  except  for  two  major  events  during  recent  years  in  state- 
local  service/fiscal  relationships — transfer  of  the  welfare 
function  from  cities  and  towns  to  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
and  a  steady  Increase  in  the  state  proportion  for  local  school 
financing  —   the  general  pattern  of  service  responsibilities  and 
financing  as  between  state  and  local  government  has  not  changed 
^  significantly  during  the  past  half-century. 

Before  reviewing  the  application  of  certain  principles  derived 
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f      from  economic  theory  that  are  relevant  to  the  question  of  which 
levels  of  government  should  provide  which  services,  It  should  be 
pointed  out  that  while  economic  theory  Is  only  one  way  of  looking 
at  the  question  of  the  most  effective  jurisdictional  and 
financing  arrangements  for  providing  services,  Its  utility  derives 
from  the  fact  that  two  of  the  most  Important  general  considerations 
for  determining  the  assignment  of  functions  are:   (1)  efficiency 
In  the  allocation  of  public  resources  (this  is  interpreted  to 
mean  either  trying  to  Improve  quality  or  decrease  costs  in  a 
general  sense),  and  (2)  equity  in  the  distribution  of  benefits 
and  burdens  from  the  delivery  of  public  services.   On  both  of 
these  counts,  economic  theory  has  something  to  contribute  in  con- 
sidering public  sector  options. 
Specific  Economic  Criteria 

Economic  theory  suggests  that  the  responsibility  of  the 
public  sector  is  to  carry  out  functions  that  private  markets  cannot 
perform  adequately.   To  alleviate  the  Inefficiencies  of  external- 
ities, to  stimulate  competitive  behavior  and  monitor  the  operation 
of  markets,  and  to  modify  the  distribution  of  income  are  three  of 
the  most  important  goals  of  public  sector  activity.   Additional 
consideration  must  be  given,  however,  to  the  question  of  which 
public  functions  should  be  provided  by  which  levels  of  government. 
Some  goals  for  public  sector  action  which  may  be  used  as  guidelines 
for  determining  the  appropriate  level  of  government  are: 

(1)  Efficient  provision  of  collective  action.   This 

1^  includes  administrative  considerations  as  to  which  level  can  best 
manage  the  function  as  well  as  technological  considerations  as  to 
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'   what  service  area  represents  the  optimum  jurisdiction  from  the 
point  of  view  of  minimizing  private  and  social  costs. 

(2)   Minimization  of  political  externalities.   When 
governments  act,  external  costs  will  be  imposed  on  those  residents 
whose  needs  or  desires  differ  from  the  government's  actions,  unless 
the  area  is  homogeneous  with  respect  to  its  particular  service  re- 
quirements or  desires.   For  example,  since  smaller  governmental 
jurisdictions  generally  have  more  homogeneous  populations,  this 
criterion  emphasizes  home  rule  at  the  most  local  level. 

(3).   Avoidance  of  inter-jurisdictional  externalities. 
Many  services  provided  by  an  agency  of  one  jurisdiction  either 
benefit  or  harm  members  of  other  jurisdictions  although  this 
external  effect  is  neither  priced  nor  fed  back  into  the  decision- 
making process  of  the  decision-making  jurisdiction.   This  external 
effect  might  be  a  particular  physical  externality  such  as  pollution 
or  highway  noise  and  congestion  created  in  one  jurisdiction  which 
affects  the  residents  of  other  jurisdictions.   Or  it  might  be  the 
availability  to  residents  of  outlying  jurisdictions  of  some  city- 
provided  and  financed  services.   This  criterion  suggests  the 
desirability  of  assigning  the  administration  and  financing  of 

services  to  that  level  of  government  which  is  large  enough  to  en- 

3 
compass  all  persons  affected  by  the  provision  of  the  service. 

(4)   Redistribution  of  income.   Governmental  action 
redistributes  income  directly  by  programs  such  as  income  supple- 
ments and  welfare  payments,  but  also  indirectly  in  many  of  its 
-9  other  programs  by  taking  resources  disproportionately  from  some 
people  and  distributing  the  services  financed  thereby  to  others. 
If  the  intent  of  a  service  is  to  redistribute  income  and/or  well- 
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being,  then  the  governmental  Jurisdiction  providing  the  service 
should  be  large  enough  to  cover  a  population  characterized  by 
adquate  wealth  and  heterogeneity  to  make  this  possible. 

For  each  of  the  specific  services  In  the  service  package 
proposed  to  be  shifted  to  the  state  described  In  the  following 
section  of  this  chapter,  one  or  more  of  the  above  criteria  Is 
applicable.   In  some  cases  technological  relationships  have 
changed  which  make  inappropriate  the  assignment  of  particular 
services  to  the  municipal  level,  an  assignment  which  is  rooted 
historically  in  an  emphasis  on  local  home  rule  and  services  to 
property.   This  applies,  for  e>"ampl.?,  to  the  case  of  solid 
waste  disposal  in  Massachusetts,  where  experience  indicates  that 
it  may  take  the  ultimate  power  of  state  intervention  to  Intercede 
among  the  jurisdictions  in  order  for  each  local  governmental  en- 
tity to  consider  total  system  costs  and  benefits  rather  than  only 
local  needs  and  costs.   The  hoped-for  consequence  of  statewide 
intercession  is  that  all  affected  municipalities  end  up  with 
access  to  better  disposal  facilities  with  little  or  no  Increase 
in  costs.   Veterans'  benefits  provide  an  example  of  a  function 
the  intent  of  which  is  to  redistribute  income,  and  the  financial 
responsibility  should  be  shifted  to  higher  levels  of  government 
of  adequate  scope  and  resources  to  achieve  this  objective.   A 
similar  argument  holds  for  health  and  hospital  services.   As  for 
corrections,  this  is  an  example  of  a  service  which,  it  may  be 
argued,  should  be  shifted  on  grounds  of  better  quality  service 
P  and  administrative  capacity  at  the  higher  state  level  of  govern- 
ment.  These  considerations  are  discussed  in  detail  for  each 
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*  service'  later  In  this  chapter. 
Longer  Run  Considerations 

All  of  the  above  considerations  are  static  in  nature.   That 
is  to  say,  they  apply  at  a  particular  point  in  time  to  suggest 
which  services  most  appropriately  belong  at  which  governmental 
level.   However,  there  is  also  a  longer-run  issue  that  should  be 
considered  which  affects  the  relative  effectiveness  and  costs  of 
municipal  services.   The  external  effects,  interdependencies  and 
technological  and  administrative  inefficiencies  illustrated  above 
probably  contribute  over  time  to  wide  variations  in  qualitative 
levels  of  local  services  and  disparities  in  tax  burdens  across 
jurisdictions.   These  variations  enter  into  the  location  de- 
cisions of  industry  and  residents  which  again  over  time  affect 
the  distribution  of  tax  bases  and  service  needs  (concentrations 
of  lower-income  residents  may  require  more  publicly-supported 
income  transfers  and  services).   This  contributes  in  the  longer 
run  to  the  deterioration  of  the  financial  position  of  most 
central  cities  and  of  some  outlying  working  class  communities. 
It  also  helps  to  perpetuate  distributions  of  well-being  and 
opportunities  which  are  more  unequal  than  society  might  prefer 
or  at  least  be  able  to  tolerate  under  arrangements  where  higher 
levels  of  government  finance  and/or  administer  certain  functions. 

Two  other  general  considerations  relevant  to  the  shift  of 
services  to  higher  levels  of  government  should  be  identified. 
They  are  general  in  the  sense  that  they  do  not  distinguish  among 

™ particular  services.   The  first  issue  relates  to  local  finance 
by  property  taxation,  which  as  the  first  BUO  study  indicates  is  a 
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crucial  matter  in  Massachusetts.   It  Is  suggested  that  any  reduction 
of  dependence  on  local  property  taxes  is  beneficial.   The  second  con- 
sideration relates  to  the  fact  that  the  public  sector  is  an  institu- 
tion which  is  only  partly  economic  in  nature  and  therefore  some  of 
the  above  four  criteria  must  be  applied  in  light  of  this  assumption. 
It  implies  that  if  service  financing  is  to  be  moved  from  the  local 
level,  the  state  is  a  logical  prospect  for  assuming  the  services. 
The  question  of  which  services  will  be  shifted  in  accordance  with 
these  suggestions  is  largely  determined  by  application  of  the 
principles  discussed  in  the  section  on  specific  economic  criteria. 
Property  Tax  Reduction:   Major  Rationale  for  Service  Shifting 

An  important  justification  for  shifting  many  municipal 
functions  from  cities  and  towns  to  the  state  is  based  on  the  fact 
that  the  major  revenue  source  available  to  municipalities  in  the 
Commonwealth  is  the  local  property  tax.   Preceding  arguments  in 
this  chapter  have  focused  on  what  the  characteristics  of  the  areas 
served  and  the  areas  taxed  should  be;  the  following  discussion 
concentrates  on  the  problems  inherent  in  using  the  property  tax 
as  the  local  source  of  financing,  even  when  the  areas  exhibit  the 
desired  "fiscal  equivalence."   Although  these  services  might  be 
supported  by  other  local  revenue  sources,  historical  precedent 
and  state  limitations  on  local  taxing  powers  force  the  near- 
identity,  in  practice,  of  local  financing  with  local  property 
taxation.   Reasons  of  both  equity  and  efficiency  dictate  the  un- 
desirabillty  of  further  (and,  some  would  argue,  current  levels 
"  of)  dependence  on  the  local  property  tax. 

There  are  two  types  of  economic  inefficiency  generated  by 
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heavy  local  dependence  on  the  property  tax.   First,  because  the 
property  tax  falls  on  structures  and  Improvements  as  well  as  on 
land  Itself,  It  acts  as  an  excise  tax  on  housing  consumption  and 
thus  raises  the  price  of  housing  relative  to  other  (untaxed)  goods. 
This  tends  to  discourage  investment  in  residential  (and  commercial) 
structures,  both  new  construction  and  upgrading, to  raise  the 
quality  of  existing  buildings.   Secondly,  because  municipal  juris- 
dictions within  a  metropolitan  area  are  relatively  small  geographically 
and  are  likely  to  have  widely  varying  effective  property  tax  rates, 
if  a  firm  or  household  decides  to  locate  within  the  metropolitan 
area,  its  choice  among  the  jurisdictions  may  be  distorted  by  con- 
sideration of  property  tax  differentials.   This  is  currently  of 
particular  concern  to  central  city  areas  which  bear  the  further 
loss  of  business  activity  because  of  their  generally  higher  full- 
value  ppoperty  tax  rates. 

There  have  been,  historically,  two  basic  approaches  to  the 
concept  of  taxation  equity :   taxation  according  to  benefits  re- 
ceived, and  taxation  according  to  ability  to  pay.   As  the  more 
detailed  discussion  for  particular  services  later  in  this  chapter 
will  Indicate,  a  person's  ownership  of  or  use  of  property  does 
not  reflect  the  receipt  of  services  financed  through  the  property 
tax,  even  within  a  jurisdiction.   Among  jurisdictions,  the 
location  of  need  for  services  financed  through  the  property  tax 
may  not  coincide  with  the  location  of  the  property  tax  base. 

If  one  adopts  the  "ability  to  pay"  criterion,  the  property 

ft  5 

W    tax  must  be  criticized  for  its  regressivity  on  several  levels: 

First,  within  a  jurisdiction,  because  housing  is  a  necessity,  and 
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'   hence  demand  for  it  is  income  Inelastic,  taxes  proportional  to 

housing  consumption  will  fall  more  heavily  on  low  Income  families. 
This  phenomenon  is  documented  for  the  City  of  Boston  in  the  next 
chapter.   Second,  in  some  jurisdictions,  assessment  practices 
result  in  properties  occupied  by  low  Income  residents  being  taxed 
at  effectively  higher  rates  than  high  Income  properties.   In  the 
City  of  Boston,  infrequent  reassessment  results  in  effective  tax 
rates  being  considerably  heavier  on  properties  the  market  values 
of  which  are  rising  more  slowly  than  the  city  average:  properties 
with  market  values  which  rise  rapidly  and  which  have  unchanged 
assessments  face  falling  true  value  tax  rates.    Third,  because 
of  the  deductibility  of  local  property  taxes  from  the  federal 
personal  income  tax,  two  additional  aspects  of  regressivlty 
emerge.   Because  the  federal  tax  has  a  progressive  rate  struc- 
ture, tax  savings  from  a  given  property  tax  deduction  are 
greater  the  higher  the  income  bracket  of  the  taxpayer.   Also, 
only  the  statutory  taxpayer  may  claim  a  deduction.   Thus,  owners 
of  property  recoup  the  entire  deduction,  while  tenants  pay  part 
of  the  tax  in  their  rent,  but  are  allowed  no  tax  credit.   Finally, 
the  local  property  tax  is  regressive  across  jurisdictions  since  . 
Individual  jurisdictions  are  more  income-homogeneous  than  the 
state  as  a  whole.   This  local  homogeneity  with  respect  to  income 
means  that  poorer  jurisdictions  must  tax  themselves  at  a  higher 
rate  to  obtain  a  given  level  of  local  service. 

State  Government  in  Massachusetts:   Appropriate  Jurisdiction  for 
^  Financing/Administration  of  Certain  ■riunlci-pal  Services 

Economists  tend  to  make  recommendations  about  where  public 
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'   intervention  should  take  place  on  the  basis  of  knowledge  about 
where  the  market  systems  falls,  not  on  the  basis  of  system 
characteristics  of  the  public  sector;  yet  the  public  sector  and 
its  actors  should  be  evaluated  as  an  institution  in  the  same  way 
as  the  private  sector.   Such  evaluation  starts  from  the  premise' 
that  perfect  efficiency  of  delivery  cannot  be  expected.   The 
existing  pattern  of  institutions  or  organizations  serves  as  a 
constraint  on  the  nature  of  future  decision-making;  thus  once  the 
public  sector  has  reached  a  reasonable  point  of  maturity,  it  may 
be  possible  for  it  to  take  on  additional  functions  which  it  would 
not  have  been  profitable  to  undertake  initially.   Organization 
itself  represents  a  productive  and  unique  kind  of  resource.  There 
are  certainly  scale  economies  Intrinsic  in  the  institution  of 
government;  hence,  if  there  are  many  levels  of  government,  each 
with  administrative  and  enforcement  machinery,  they  probably  have 
excess  capacity.   This  is  one  reason  for  choosing  to  shift  a 
select  group  of  functions  from  the  municipal  to  the  state  level  — 
the  state  government  already  has  the  apparatus  to  administer 
other  functions  —  rather  than  setting  up  a  new  jurisdiction 
specifically  appropriate  to  the  function  being  shifted.   An  obvious 
example  of  the  existence  of  ready  administrative  machinery  is  the 
air  pollution  case:  the  state  already  has  facilities  and  personnel 
to  monitor  air  pollution  which  is  duplicated  by  Boston's  agency. 
To  promote  more  rational  decision-making,  it  is  also  desirable  to 
give  consumers  the  opportunity  to  examine  the  trade-offs  as  be- 

m    tween  expenditures  for  various  functions  before  settling  on  the 
allocation  of  each  function,  since  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
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f      each  service  desired  may  depend  on  service  levels  for  other 
activities.   If  the  decisions  as  to  quantity  and  quality  of 
offerings  of  different  services  are  made  by  different  (even 
if  overlapping)  groups  of  constituents,  such  trade-offs  are 
considered  explicitly.   A  prime  example  of  this  problem  is 
the  present  allocation  of  transportation  responsibility  in 
Massachusetts:   because  of  the  segmentation  of  authority, 
residents  cannot  make  an  explicit  choice  among  alternatives 
(public  transit,  road  Improvement)  if  they  desire  to  enrich 
the  transport  net  between  two  areas. 

The  remainder  of  this  chapter  consists  of  separate  dis- 
cussions of  the  rationale  for,  and  costs  Involved  in,  shifting 
administrative  and/or  financial  responsibility  for  each 
specific  service  from  local  to  state  government. 

A.   PUBLIC  SAFETY 
Police  Services  -  Overview 

Police  protection  and  law  enforcement  services  in  Massachu- 
setts, which  have  traditionally  been  the  primary  responsibility 
of  municipal  government,  have  expanded  considerably  in  scope 
and  variety,  particularly  since  196O.   Changes  in  patterns  of 
urbanization  throughout  the  state  have  not  only  generated 
dramatic  increases  in  reported  and  unreported  serious  crimes 
against  persons  and  property  and  prompted  growing  public  fears 
and  concerns,  but  have  also  produced  unprecedented  extensions 
_   in  the  volume  of  non-criminal  activities  of  local  police  de- 
partments —  for  order  maintenance,  traffic  control  and  mis- 
cellaneous services  —  which  account  for  the  bulk  of  police 
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work  loads  and  expenditure  requirements.   The  results  have  been 
steady  increases  in  the  uniformed  strength  of  local  police  de- 
partments, a  reduction  in  the  number  of  municipalities  without 
full-time  police  departments  and  the  assignment  of  high  priority 
to  the  local  police  function.  ■  ; 

Municipal  police  expenditures  in  the  Boston  metropolitan 
area,  for  example,  have  reached  significant  levels — particularly 
in  the  region's  central  city  and  its  nearest  12  neighbors,  the 
larger  communities,  and  the  resort  towns  —  and  the  trends 
indicate  an  acceleration  of  police  costs  into  the  future.   Police 
expenditures  of  the  78  cities  and  towns  in  the  Boston  SMSA  in- 
creased from  $37.^  million  to  $65-7  million,  or  by  76  percent 
during  the  eight-year  period  between  196O  and  1968.   By  1975j 
they  are  expected  to  reach  $l4l.3  million,  a  rise  of  115  percent 
during  the  seven-year  period  from  1968  through  1975-   Police 
expenditures  for  the  central  city,  which  Increased  by  50  percent 
between  196O  and  I968,  are  expected  to  rise  by  129  percent  during 
the  1968-75  period.   (By  1972,  they  had  reached  $75  per  capita 
and  will  approach  $100  per  capita  by  1975.)   Police  costs  for  the 
remaining  77  cities  and  towns,  which  Increased  by  99  percent  be- 
tween i960  and  1968,  will  probably  rise  by  105  percent  during  the 
1968-75  period.   Hardest  hit  of  this  latter  group  in  1975  will  be 
municipalities  experiencing  sharp  upward  trends  in  police  costs 
since  I968,  some  of  which  are  now  in  excess  of  $40  per  capita: 
such  close-in  municipalities  to  Boston  as  Cambridge,  Chelsea, 
Dedham,  Everett,  Needham,  Newton,  Quincy,  Revere  and  Watertown; 
other  larger  municipalities  in  the  area  with  similar  recent  trends 
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(e.g.  Pramijigham  ,  Lynn,  Medford,  Watertown);  and  so-called  resort 
communities  (Hull,  Marblehead,  Swampscott)  with  seasonal  peaks  of 
workload  for  police  departments  which  explain  large  disparities 
in  police  expenditure  levels. 

Cities  and  towns  in  Massachusetts  are  almost  entirely  dependent 
upon  local  revenue  sources,  mainly  the  property  tax,  to  finance 
their  police  departments.   Neither  state  reimbursements  nor  federal 
aid  are  significant  sources  of  financial  assistance  to  the  police 
function.   Moreover,  although  a  major  aspect  of  the  expansion  in 
the  police  workload  is  attributable  to  the  automobile,  the  State 
Highway  Fund  is  not  used  to  finance  traffic  control  activities  of 
local  police  departments  although  the  Highway  Fund  is  used  to 
cover  85  percent  of  the  expenditures  of  the  State  Police  and  60 
percent  of  the  expenditures  of  the  MDC  parks  district,  including 
the  MDC.  Police.  . 

Disparities  in  police  costs  among  municipalities  of  the  state 
are  largely  explained  by  physical,  economic  and  social  factors 
which  generate  demands  for  above  average  police  services:   high 
population  densities,  relatively  high  number  of  jobs  relative  to 
resident  population,  concentrations  of  poor  populations,  relatively 
large  daytime  populations,  relatively  large  volumes  of  traffic  and 
concentrations  of  high- value  property.   The  central  city  of  the 
Boston  SMSA  not  only  has  all  of  these  characteristics,  but  unlike 
its  municipal  neighbors,  is  completely  self-sufficient  in  support- 
ive  police  services  (crime  laboratory,  training,  general  and 
special  investigation,  harbor  patrol)  which  are  provided  mainly  to 
other  local  police  departments  by  the  State  and  MDC  Police.   Police 
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'  services  to  non-residents  of  the  central  city  of  the  Boston  SMSA 
account  for  at  least  20  percent  of  its  current  police  costs, 
about  $12  million  of  the  estimated  $55  million  for  1972.   The 
bulk  of  this  covers  non-criminal  activities  of  the  Boston  Police 
Department:   order  maintenance,  traffic  control,  and  emergency  ; 
ambulance  services. 

Despite  the  continuing  tradition  of  strong  local  control 
over  law  enforcement  in  Massachusetts,  which  follows  the  national 
pattern,  there  is  growing  awareness  of  the  areawide  nature  of 
modern  crime.   This  has  prompted  greater  sharing  of  responsibilities 
among  levels  of  government  for  all  aspects  of  criminal  justice,  but 
particularly  in  police  services.   Thus,  annual  expenditures  for  the 
State  Police  in  Massachusetts  almost  tripled  during  the  1960-72 
period,  reaching  $12.5  million,  reflecting  expansion  of  services 
in  highway  patrol,  criminal  investigation  and  back-up  technical 
services  to  local  police  departments  and  other  law  enforcement 
agencies.   Uniformed  strength  of  the  State  Police  is  now  over 
900. 

Moreover,  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  (MDC)  Police, 
once  limited  to  safeguarding  MDC  property  and  protecting  and 
regulating  people  using  MDC  facilities,  has  similarly  emerged  as 
a  major  arm  of  highway  law  enforcement  in  the  Boston  metropolitan 

■  area  and  has  been  gradually  expanding  the  scope  and  variety  of 
special  assistance  in  law  enforcement  to  cities  and  towns  of  the 
metropolitan  parks  district.   Its  uniformed  strength  exceeds  600. 

9     Although  the  federal  role  in  law  enforcement  has  been  limited 
mainly  to  services  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  enact- 
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f      ment  of  the  Omnibus  Crime  Control  Act  of  I968  expanded  the 

catalytic  change-agent  function  of  the  federal  government,  gave 
special  encouragement  to  developing  state  and  local  planning 
capability  In  all  areas  of  criminal  justice  and  supported  efforts 
to  Improve  the  effectiveness  of  police  services  and  other  aspects 
of  the  criminal  justice  system. 

Despite  the  fact  that  law  enforcement  is  gradually  assuming 
more  and  more  Intergovernmental  characteristics,  responding  to 
the  spread  of  crime  and  other  law  enforcement  factors  across 
jurisdictional  lines,  and  that  informal  and  formal  regional 
cooperation  arrangements  in  police  services  Is  expanding  (parti- 
cularly in  communications,  crime  information  and  other  technical 
areas),   a  cursory  analysis  of  the  state-local  system  of  police 
services  suggests  that  it  is  far  from  adeqiate  when  measured 
against  structural,  administrative,  fiscal  and  geographical 
criteria.   However,  if  the  desirability  of  maintaining  easy  access 
of  people  to  their  local  police  forces  and  of  giving  adequate  con- 
sideration to  the  Importance  of  community  values  in  local  law 
enforcement  are  given  proper  consideration,  these  factors  tend  to 
outweigh  structural  criteria. 

Nevertheless,  the  debate  continues  as  to  whether  local  govern- 
ments in  most  metropolitan  areas  provide  efficient  structures  for 
delivering  police  services.   On  one  side  are  those  who  doubt  that 
communities  of  less  than  50,000  population  can  provide  adequate 
police  protection.   Are  police  resources    wasted  by  the  hlghly- 

m   fragmented  local  organizational  system  through  which  they  are 
provided?  On  the  other  side  are  those  who  conclude  that  police 
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servlce  is  mainly  a  local  service,  with  only  minor  spillovers  of 
benefits.   Somewhere  in  between  the  polar  positions  of  this  debate 
is  the  argument  that  certain  aspects  of  police  services,  mainly 
the  supportive  technically-oriented  services,  would  be  improved  by 
area-wide  reorganization  while  leaving  basic  police  services  to 
local  government. 

A  recent  study  on  the  economies  of  scale  in  the  police  function 
concludes  that  a  fragmented  police  system  increases  the  total  level 
of  police  manpower  in  the  metropolitan  area  but  not  overall  police 
costs.   According  to  this  study,  "too  large  and  too  small  police 
systems  combine  to  retard  the  overall  efficiency  of  metropolitan 
police  protection.   Some  restructuring  of  this  system  then  is  in 
order  to  provide  high-quality  basic  and  supportive  police  services 

Q 

to  all  residents  of  metropolitan  areas." 

If  the  most  valid  current  evidence  does  not  support  full- 
scale  regional  consolidation  of  local  police  forces,  the  focus  of 
this  section  of  the  report  is  on  major  opportunities  for  shifting 
the  responsibilities  and/or  financing  for  selective  categories 
of  police  services  from  municipal  to  state  government:   (1) 
services  being  financed  from  local  property  taxes  which  are  pri- 
marily benefitting  the  motor  vehicle  owner/user;  (2)  activities 
which  are  so  specialized  in  nature  as  to  be  amenable  to  substantial 
economies  of  scale;  and  (3)  services  which  clearly  provide  benefits 
to  large  numbers  of  persons  and  groups  not  resident  in  the  service- 
providing  municipality.   In  some  cases,  particular  services  have 
^  more  than  one  of  the  above  characteristics. 
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Pollce  Traffic  Regulation 

As  the  motor  vehicle's  domination  of  American  life  continues 
largely  unabated,  municipal  police  departments  have  been  forced 
to  adjust  their  traffic  regulation  activities  to  this  reality. 
For  example,  the  number  of  registered  motor  vehicles  in  Massachu- 
setts more  than  doubled  during  the  1950-70  period  and  the  total  now 
exceeds  2.7  million.   Greater  local  traffic,  some  of  it  exacerbated 
by  regional  traffic  demands,  has  been  one  of  the  major  factors  in 
the  overall  Increase  in  the  number  of  police  officers  and  in  the 
emergence  of  specialized  traffic  units  in  larger  police  departments 
for  handling  accident  investigation,  the  recording  and  analysis  of 
accident  data,  centralized  traffic  enforcement  patrols,  the  regula- 
tion and  enforcement  of  off-street  and  on-street  parking,  the 
supervision  of  traffic  movement  and  the  control  of  traffic  inter- 
sections.  In  most  police  departments,  particularly  the  smaller 
ones,  patrol  activities  are  blurred  with  traffic  control  activities, 
thereby  making  difficult  the  identification  of  traffic   regulation 
costs. 

Nevertheless,  a  conservative  estimate  is  that  from  5-10  percent 
of  the  expenditures  of  a  local  police  department  goes  toward 
traffic   regulation  and  enforcement,  the  proportion  increasing  for 
smaller  departments.   The  Boston  Police  Department,  for  example, 
expended  $2.5  million  in  1970  for  a  separate  Traffic   Division 
which  had  a  complement  of  about  l80  police  officers.   For  the  entire 
state,  it  is  estimated  that  expenditures  for  traffic  regulation  by 
municipal  police  departments  in  1970  totalled  $7-3  million. 
W  There  are  several  Justifications  which  may  be  used  to  support 

the  position  that  the  cost  of  police  traffic  regulation  and  enforce- 
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ment  should  be  shifted  away  from  property  taxes. 

(1)  This  police  activity  primarily  benefits  the  owners  and 
operators  of  motor  vehicles.   Highway  user  taxes  and  fees  go 

Into  a  separate  State  Highway  Fund,  the  proceeds  of  which  are  used 
for  state  highway  planning,  design,  reconstruction  and  maintehance, 
including  the  cost  of  traffic  regulation  and  enforcement  thereon, 
but  with  limited  distributions  to  cities  and  towns  for  local  high- 
way purposes.   Moreover,  the  legal  provisions  for  state  assistance 
to  local  highways  do  not  Include  the  cost  of  traffic  regulation 
and. enforcement ,  and  motor  vehicle  excise  taxes  collected  by  cities 
and  tovfns  are  not  large  enough  to  cover  expenditures  Incurred  for 
all  highway-related  purposes,  including  police  traffic  control 
activities.   Thus,  if  the  motor  vehicle  owner  is  to  be  responsible 
for  all  costs  which  he  generates,  expenses  incurred  by  local  police 
departments  for  traffic  enforcement  and  regulation  should  be  fi- 
nanced from  the  State  Highway  Fund.   It  is  under  this  rationale 
that  85  percent  of  the  budget  of  the  State  Police  and  60  percent 
of  the  budget  of  the  MDC  Police  is  charged  to  the  Highway  Fund. 

(2)  Financing  of  police  traffic  regulation  from  the  State 
Highway  Fund  will  help  to  offset  some  of  the  disparities  in 
police  expenditures  among  municipal  police  departments  attributable 
to  the  spillover  of  benefits  to  non-residents.   For  example, 
although  Boston's  resident  population  is  only  23  percent  of  the 

total  population  of  the  Boston  SMSA,  over  900,000  persons  enter 

9 
the  downtown  area   of  the  central  city  on  an  average  weekday, 

"  of  whom  some  72  percent  come  in  by  automobile.   Almost  half  of 

this  daily  in-migration  consists  of  suburbanites  (some  300,000) 
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who  fill  about  60  percent  of  all  jobs  in  the  central  city.   Although 
the  Impact  of  interstate  and  regional  traffic  is  particularly  severe 
on  all  central  cities  of  metropolitan  area,  particularly  those  in 
the  larger  areas,  one  of  the  results  of  the  outward,  movement  of 
major  employers  is  that  more  and  more  municipalities  are  being 
adversely  affected  by  the  spillover  effects  of  police  traffic 
regulation.   "...as  the  metropolitan  area  becomes  more  and  more, 
specialized  and  there  is  greater  separation  between  jurisdictions 
of  residence,  work,  or  entertainment,  the  central-city  exploitation 
effect  ...  becomes  extended  to  more  and  more  localities."    To  the 
extent  that  a  growing  number  of  cities  and  towns  are  carrying 
varying  shares  of  cost  spill-ins  caused  by  increased  traffic,  they 

-  are  providing  service  benefits  to  non-residents,  the  cost  of  which 
should  be  counteracted  through  the  financing  arrangements  for  police 
traffic  enforcement  and  regulation. 
Specialized  Police  Services 

Several  categories  of  municipal  police  services  in  Massachusetts 
either  have  sizeable  benefits  which  spill  over  to  the  residents  of 
communities  beyond  those  of  the  financing  jurisdiction  and/or  lend 
themselves  to  a  shift  from  municipal  to  area-wide  responsibility 
for  administration  to  achieve  lower  unit  costs. 
1 .   Harbor  Patrol 

For  example,  municipalities  located  on  the  Atlantic  coast 
generally  extend  their  police  patrol  services  to  harbors  within  their 
jurisdictions  through  a  harbor  master.   With  few  exceptions  this  is 

W3.   summer  seasonal  activity,  geared  to  the  needs  of  boating  enthu- 
siasts, the  costs  of  which  may  be  recouped  from  docking  fees.   How- 
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■   ever,  it  does  not  represent  a  major  service  activity.   In  the  city 
of  Boston,  however,  since  l85^,  when  the  harbor  police  was  in- 
corporated into  the  newly-organized  Boston  Police  Department,  and 
until  1973,  when  the  harbor  police  was  terminated,  the  City 
operated  full-fledged  patrol  services  in  Boston  Harbor,  including 
those  of  the  harbor  master.   By  I878  the  Harbor  Police  had  become 
a  separate  police  division  and  during  the  past  two  decades,  a 
variety  of  emerging  duties  had  been  added  to  the  division's  patrol 
responsibilities.   In  1970,  Division  8,  encompassing  the  Harbor 
Police  and  Emergency  Service  Unit,  consisted  of  60  men,  three  boats 
and  three  vehicles  and  an  operating  budget  of  $783,000. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Boston  Harbor  Police  has  long  been 
territorially  complicated.   Of  the  58.7  square  miles  of  water 
under  its  control,  eight  square  miles  belonged  to  the  municipalities 
of  Hingham,  Hull,  Qulncy,  Weymouth,  Winthrop.   In  the  latter  areas, 
the  Boston  Harbor  Police  had  only  harbor  master  powers;  in  the  re- 
maining 50.7  square  miles  of  water,  it  possessed  full  police  powers 
in  addition  to  harbor  master  authority. 

As  for  its  range  of  responsibilities  outside  of  harbor  master 
work  and  enforcement  of  the  state's  criminal  laws,  the  marine 
activities  of  the  Boston  Harbor  Police  could  be  divided  into  two 
categories:   (1)  those  tasks  shared  with  other  agencies;  and  (2) 
tasks  which  are  the  primary  responsibility  of  other  agencies,  but 
which  the  Harbor  Police  supplements. 

A  good  example  of  a  shared  task  performed  by  the  Boston  Harbor 

m    Police  is  the  rescue  work  carried  out  jointly  with  the  U.  S.  Coast 
Guard,  the  Boston  Fire  Department  and  other  units  of  the  Police 
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Department.  An  illustration  of  work  supplementing  the  primary 
activities  of  another  agency  is  the  removal  of  obstructions  in 
the  harbor,  handled  mainly  by  the  U.  S.  Corps  of  Army  Engineers. 

The  Boston  Harbor  Patrol  also  responded  to  a  wide  range  of 
emergency  calls  in  the  city  through  a  subordinate  emergency 
service  unit:   to  major  accidents,  fires  of  three  or  more  alarms, 
suicide  attempts,  bomb  reports,  riots,  etc.   The  emergency  service 
unit  consisted  largely  of  (1)  day  maintenance  details  (averaging 
eight  police  officers)  to  handle  routine  erection  of  wooden 
barriers  and  other  maintenance  chores  related  to  public  safety, 
and  (2)  the  back-up  boat  crews  for  the  two  late  watches,  to  which 
a  four-officer  nucleus  was  assigned. 

The  focus  of  patrol  provided  by  the  Boston  Harbor  Police,  ex- 
cept for  several  relatively  unimportant  islands,  was  the  water. 
Docks,  shoreline  and  similar  policing  responsibilities  belong  to 
the  law  enforcement  units  of  the  MDC,  the  Massachusetts  Port 
Authority,  the  U.  S.  Army  and  the  U.  S.  Navy.   Moreover,  the 
policing  of  harbor  waters  was  not  the  exclusive  mission  of  the 
Boston  Harbor  Police.   The  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  performs  similar 
duties  although  with  respect  to  federal  rather  than  state  law. 

In  developing  the  City  of  Boston  budget  for  1973,  the  Mayor 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  City's  fiscal  situation  no   longer 
■  justified  police  protection  in  Boston  Harbor,  a  service  benefitting 
the  entire  region.   Although  he  did  not  include  an  economy  of  scale 
argument  since  his  decision  was  service  termination  rather  than 
P  service  transfer  to  an  areawide  jurisdiction,  the  Mayor  might  also 
have  pointed  to  the  fact  that  the  harbor  patrol  was  a  specialized 
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"  service  requiring  expensive  capital  equipment  and  specialized 
personnel,  the  costs  of  which  might  have  been  reduced  through 
administration  under  a  higher  level  of  government.   As  a  result 
of  the  Mayor's  budget  decision,  the  Police  Department's  harbor 
patrol  ceased  operations  and  its  emergency  service  unit  was  trans- 
ferred to  other  police  divisions.   The  Mayor's  decision  prompted 
MDC  officials  to  begin  serious  consideration  for  taking  over  the 
harbor  patrol  function  abandoned  by  the  City  of  Boston.   MDC  opera- 
of  the  harbor  patrol  would  be  a  logical  extension  of  that  regional 
agency's  law  enforcement  activities,  particularly  since  the  MDC 
is  already  responsible  for  major  coastal  areas  of  the  harbor.   This  ' 
report  adopts  the  assumption  that  the  MDC  will  restore  the  level  of 
harbor  operation  to  what  it  was  when  under  control  of  the  Boston 
Police  Department.   If  the  City's  total  cost  of  the  harbor  patrol 
in  1970  was  about  $2^5,000,  the  City  would  gain  a  net  reduction  of 
$213,000  from  MDC  resumption  of  the  service.   This  estimate  of  net 
gain  incorporates  the  fact  that  the  37  cities  and  towns  in  the 
metropolitan  parks  district  would  assume  39  percent  of  harbor  patrol 
expenses,  the  remainder  being  charged  to  the  State  Highway  Fund  — 
60  percent  —  and  to  the  State  General  Fund  —  one  percent.   The 
City  of  Boston  would  assume  32.95  percent  of  that  proportion  of  the 
total  cost  assessed  against  member  cities  and  towns. 
2 .   Crime  Laboratories 

Crime  laboratory  services,  like  harbor  patrol  services,  are 
another  important  area  of  public  safety  operations  that  should 

9  be  analyzed  from  the  point  of  view  of  potential  economies  from 
consolidation.   Crime  laboratories  require  large  amounts  of 
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specialized  equipment  and  facilities,  as  well  as  skilled  technicians 
and  support  personnel.   One  of  the  major  conclusions  drawn  from  an 
evaluation  of  existing  crime  laboratories  is  their  relative  under- 
utilization;  that  is,  actual  operations  seldom  reflect  the  potential 
back-up  support  which  crime  laboratories  could  provide  to  the 'solu- 
tion of  crimes.   It  is  estimated  that  on  a  national  basis  crime 
laboratories  are  involved  in  less  than  two  percent  of  the  investi- 
gations of  all  reported  crimes.   With  such  a  high  degree  of  fixed 
costs,  successful  efforts  to  increase  utilization  will  result  in 
substantial  cost  savings. 

The  actual  demand  level  experienced  by  crime  laboratories  is 
primarily  generated  by:  (1)  the  amount  of  crime  reported  to  the 
police;  (2)  the  amount  of  physical  evidence  collected  by  the  police 
as  part  of  crime  investigation;  and  (3)  the  amount  of  the  collected 
evidence  that  is  transmitted  to  the  crime  laboratory  under  conditions 
that  make  its  examination  possible  under  legal  and  scientific 
criteria.   Many  factors  influence  the  above  three  determinants  of 
crime  laboratory  demand.   Two  important  and  readily  observable 
factors  affecting  demand  are:   (1)  the  density  of  uniformed  police 
officers;  and  (2)  the  distance  of  the  laboratory  from  the  respec- 
tive police  jurisdictions  it  is  supposed  to  serve. 

There  are  only  two  fully-equipped  crime  laboratories  in 
Massachusetts:   one  operated  by  the  State  Police  and  the  other  by 
the  Boston  Police  Department.   In  addition,  state  law  enforcement 
agencies  operate  two  partially-equipped  crime  laboratories.   The 
W    two  complete  laboratories  are  located  in  the  City  of  Boston. 

Boston  is  the  acknowledged  focal  point  of  crime  in  Massachusetts. 
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'  With  only  11  percent  of  the  state's  population,  it  is  the  site  of 
over  one-fourth  of  the  state's  Index  crimes  and  its  police  depart- 
ment accounts  for  almost  one-fourth  of  the  total  number  of  uniform- 
ed police  officers  in  the  state. 

According  to  the  most  recent  independent  evaluation  of  crime 
laboratories  in  Massachusetts,  the  potential  or  latent  demand  for 
such  services  in  Boston  is  estimated  at  some  ^,000  cases  per  year. 
However,  this  is  almost  10  times  the  total  number  of  cases  in  which 

the  crime  laboratory  of  the  Boston  Police  Department  was  even 

12 
superficially  involved.     It  is  likely  that  the  State  Police  crime 

laboratory,  which  serves  all  municipal  police  departments  other  than 
Boston's,  displays  similar  characteristics  of  actual  utilization, 
particularly  since  the  density  of  uniform  police  officers  and 
distance  are  even  more  critical  factors  determining  the  rate  of 
crime  laboratory  investigation  outside  the  central  city. 

The  fact  that  the  state  has  only  one  fully  equipped  crime 
laboratory,  and  that  it  is  located  in  Boston,  suggests  that  the 
state  has  attempted  to  concentrate  its  laboratory  services.   It 
is  argued  here   that  the  state  laboratory  and  the  Boston  labora- 
tory, as  well  as  the  two  more  limited  crime  laboratories  under 
the  administration  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  should 
be  consolidated  into  a  regional  laboratory  financed  by  state  funds. 
The  primary  justification  for  this  consolidation  would  be  to  permit 
a  greater  centralization  and  utilization  of  technical  skills  and 
specialized  equipment.   There  are  additional  advantages  of  this 
^  proposal.   At  the  federal  level,  an  emphasis  in  the  criminal  justice 
area  is  toward  increased  use  of  scientific  and  technical  facilities 


-30- 


"   on  a  regional  basis.   Funds  to  help  Implement  these  developments 

13 
are  coming  "from  the  LEAA" .     A  consolidated  regional  crime 

laboratory  would  be  consistent  with  the  federal  thrust,  and  would 
allow  for  the  implementation  of  an  overall  plan  for  laboratory- 
services ,  the  emphasis  of  which  is  on  upgrading  the  two  major' 
facilities  in  Massachusetts  by  strengthening  their  staff  and 
equipment . 

Although  consolidation  will  increase  utilization  and  reduce 
costs,  d,  crime  laboratory  does  not  necessarily  become  more 
effective  through  increased  size,  and  the  quality  of  service  can 
be  impaired  by  over-centralization  of  services  and  by  over- 
specialization  of  technical  staff.   To  reap  the  benefits  of  crime 
laboratory  consolidation  without  sacrificing  quality  of  service,  a 
method  of  joint  state-city  supervision  of  the  centralized  labora- 
tories should  be  worked  out  so  that  Boston's  particular  crime 
laboratory  requirements,  a  major  component  of  the  workload  in  a 
centralized  criminalistic  operation,  would  be  given  adequate 
attention. 

3.   Police  Training 

Finally,  there  is  a  growing  trend  toward  the  centralization 
of  police  training  activities,  particularly  as  the  state  increases 
its  concern  for  the  quality  of  local  police  work  and  assumes  greater 
leadership  in  developing  strategies  to  upgrade  the  skills  of  police 
officers.   "Central  training  facilities,  for  both  initial  orienta- 
tion and  training,  tend  to  eliminate  wasteful  duplication,  provide 

9  more  adequate  programs,  and  introduce  higher  quality  of  Instruc- 

„1^ 
tion.  " 
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'      As  the  role  of  the  police  officer  grows  in  complexity  and 

sensitivity,  the  importance  of  adequate  training  Increases 

commensurately .   As  noted  by  one  specialist: 

There  is  a  trend  today  for  courts  to  hold  ^ 

municipalities  legally  responsible  for  the 
torts  of  police  off leers ...  In  many  cases  the 
employing  municipalities  have  been  held  liable 
for  substantial  money  judgments  as  damages  to 
injured  plaintiffs.   The  quality  of  a  police- 
man's training  is  no  longer  simply  a  social  or 
political  question;  it  is  also  a  matter  with,  j- 
important  legal  and  financial  consequences.   -^ 

In  a  recent  court  decision  (Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Carter  v. 
Carlson) ,  the  court  carried  the  above  concept  further  by  con- 
cluding that  superior  police  officers  were  responsible  for  the 
supervision,  control  and  training  of  their  subordinates.   If  a 
police  officer  performed  a  negligent  act  causing  civil  injuries, 
the  superior  officer  would  be  a  party  defendant  in  civil  pro- 
ceedings under  a  claim  of  negligence  in  carrying  out  responsi- 
bilities for  supervision,  control  and  training. 

Responsibility  for  police  training  in  Massachusetts  is  highly 
fragmented,  fragmentation  coinciding  with  the  highly  decentralized 
system  of  police  services.   However,  the  state  makes  an  effort  to 
coordinate  and  integrate  police  training  efforts  through  the 
Massachusetts  Police  Training  Council  (MPTC),  a  mechanism 
established  in  1964  to  sanction  municipal  police  training  schools 
and  to  make  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  operation  of  such 
schools  — courses  of  study,  attendance  requirements,  equipment  and 
facilities,  and  qualifications  of  instructors.   According  to  the 
^   statute  creating  the  Police  Training  Council,  every  municipality 
over  5,000  in  population  which  appoints  a  regular  police  officer 
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^   on  a  full-time,  permanent  basis  must  insure  that  such  person  attend 
a  police  training  school  within  nine  months.     Effective  July  1, 
1972,  ten  weeks  of  training  (an  increase  from  the  original  standard 
of  four  weeks)  was  required  for  police  recruits.   The  Council  also 
prescribes  that  each  member  of  a  local  police  force  receive  one 
week  of  in-service  training  annually. 

The  Massachusetts  Police  Training  Council  has  accredited  I8 
police  training  academies  within  the  state.   Nine  of  the  approved 
training  facilities,  including  the  Boston  Police  Academy,  are 
located  within  the  Boston  SMSA.   Of  these  nine,  six  are  operated 
by  municipal  police  departments,  the  others  by  the  State  Police, 
the  MDC  Police,  and  the  State  Registry  of  Motor  Vehicles.   The 
nine  police  academies  in  the  Boston  SMSA  incurred  operating  expendi- 
tures in  1970  estimated  at  $655jOOO.   The  Boston  Police  Academy 
operated  at  a  cost  of  $286,000;  the  State  Police  Academy  had  total 
expenditures  estimated  at  $l8l,000.   All  of  the  municipal  police 
academies  in  the  Boston  SMSA  excluding  the  central  city  spent 
$30,000  or  less  for  police  training.   The  nine  police  training 
academies  outside  the  Boston  SMSA  incurred  operating  expenditures 
totalling  $168,000  in  1970.  The  Massachusetts  Police  Training 
Council  itself  operated  at  a  cost  of  $5^,000  in  1970. 

An  independent  evaluation  of  the  impact  and  relative  effective- 
ness of  the  Massachusetts  Police  Training  Council  came  to  the 
following  conclusions: 

1.   Training  standards  established  by  the  MPTC  are  not  being 
JP  adhered  to,  resulting  in  uneven  recruit  and  in-service  police  train- 
ing throughout  the  state . 
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"      2.   Training  requirements  of  the  MPTC  are  not  universally 
applied  throughout  the  state,  resulting  In  local  police  forces 
receiving  no  formal  training  whatsoever. 

3.  Training  requirements  mandated  by  the  MPTC  Impose  fiscal 
burdens  on  municipalities  which  must  comply. 

4.  Under  the  present  system  of  I8  separate  MPTC-approved  ' 
training  facilities,  potential  economies  of  scale  are  not  being 
realized. 

With  the  encouragement  and  financial  assistance  of  the  Governor's 
Committee  on  Lavj  Enforcement  and  Administration  of  Criminal  Justice, 
recent  efforts  are  underway  to  strengthen  police  recruit  and  In- 
service  training  programs  Including  the  establishment  of  a  state- 
wide network  of  training  facilities  to  absorb  scattered  training 
activities  now  being  financed  with  LEAA  funds. 

A  major  step  that  should  be  taken  to  achieve  high  statewide 
standards  in  police  training  is  to  transfer  all  responsibility 
for  this  activity  to  the  State  Department  of  Public  Safety  and  to 
shift  the  financing  of  police  training  from  cities  and  towns  to 
the  state.   Not  only  would  substantial  economies  of  scale  result 
from  centralization  of  police  training  services,  but  the  state 
would  be  assured  greater  uniformity  in  the  scope  and  quality  of 
such  training. 

Although  higher  quality  police  training  under  a  centralized 
statewide  system  will  mean  higher  costs,  the  assumption  of  this 
report  is  that  they  will  be  offset  by  savings  generated  by  consoll- 
^  dation  of  training  facilities  and  services. 
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» 


Fire  Services 


The  strong  local  tradition  found  in  police  services  is  also 
apparent  in  fire  protection  and  prevention  activities.   Similarly, 
the  costs  and  benefits  of  basic  fire  services  do  not  significantly 
"spill  over"  to  the  residents  of  other  localities.   Moreover,  fire 
department  resources  are  deployed  so  as  to  be  close  to  potential 
fire  grounds,  thereby  reducing  the  possibilities  of  "economies  of 
scale."   And  local  fire  departments  have  entered  into  mutual  aid 
arrangements  designed  to  pool  manpower  and  equipment  required  for 
fires  and  emergencies  beyond  their  normal  capacities. 

However,  there  are  two  major  categories  of  fire  protection  — 
arson  investigation  and  fire  boats  —  in  which  historical  and  other 
factors  explain  services  provided  by  the  central  city  which  duplicate 
those  provided  through  state  agencies.   To  put  the  analysis  of  these 
specialized  service  areas  into  perspective,  it  should  be  pointed  out 
that  Boston's  3,500  fires  and  explosions  account  for  over  15  percent 

of  all  fires  and  explosions  in  the  state  and  its  fire  losses  amount 

1  8 
to  almost  25  percent  of  fire  losses  incurred  in  the  state. 

1 .   Arson  Investigation 

Boston  is  the  only  municipality  in  the  Commonwealth  which 
carries  out  the  investigation  of  fires  of  suspicious  origin  with 
its  own  arson  inspection  squad.   A  component  of  the  Fire  Prevention 
Division  of  the  Boston  Fire  Department,  the  arson  inspection  squad 
is  charged  with  the  responsibility  for  Investigating  the  causes 
and  circumstances  of  every  fire  and  explosion  within  the  city  limits, 
^  despite  the  fact  that  a  19^5  amendment  of  the  applicable  general  law 
gave  the  State  Fire  Marshall  the  authority  to  investigate  all  fires 
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of  suspicious  origin  throughout  the  state,  thereby  eliminating 

previous  provisions  of  law  which  excluded  the  State  Fire  Marshall 

19 
from  investigating  fires  in  the  City  of  Boston. 

Under  existing  procedures,  therefore,  the  arson  squad  of  the 
Boston  Fire  Department  carries  on  its  investigations  in  order' to 
assist  the  department  in  removing  the  causes  of  fires  and  ex- 
plosions, in  apprehending  persons  responsible  for  fires,  and  in 
turning  over  all  the  facts  and  evidence  uncovered  in  such  investi- 
gations to  the  office  of  the  State  Fire  Marshall. 

If  the  State  Fire  Marshall  is  to  comply  fully  with  the  statute 
delineating  his  responsibilities  within  the  city  of  Boston  in 
addition  to  all  other  parts  of  the  state,  the  staff  and  resources 
of  the  city's  arson  squad  must  be  transferred  to  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Public  Safety  to  supplement  existing  state  fire  inspectors 
and  supportive  staff.   The  expenditures  of  the  Boston  arson  squad 
were  estimated  to  be  $146,000  in  1970. 

2 .   Fireboat  Service 

The  City  of  Boston  has  been  providing  fireboat  service  to 
waterfront  property  in  Boston  Harbor  since  l873.   In  addition  to 
responding  to  alarms  in  Boston's  pier  area,  the  Fire  Department 
has  extended  its  fireboat  service  to  the  adjoining  municipalities 
of  Revere,  Everett,  Qulncy,  and  other  surrounding  communities 
that  have  waterfronts  but  do  not  maintain  fireboats.   The  City 
does  not  receive  payments  from  any  municipality  that  benefits 
from  Boston's  fireboat  service. 
9  In  addition  to  the  several  municipalities  that  have  an  interest 

and  investment  in  the  harbor,  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
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I   (Massport),  which  is  responsible  for  the  general  development  of 
the  port  of  Boston,  owns  considerable  property  on  the  waterfront. 

In  1970,  the  Boston  Fire  Department  operated  two  flreboats, 
30-year  old  converted  minesweepers  with  wooden  hulls.   Approxi- 
mately 9^  feet  long,  the  boats  travel  at  about  10  1/2  knots.  ' 
Their  large  size  and  slow  speed  hinder  their  effectiveness  in 
fighting  fires  on  pleasure  craft  and  in  commercial  harbor  marinas. 
One  of  them,  considered  mechanically  unreliable  and  used  as  a  back- 
up craft  in  1970,  has  since  been  replaced  by  a  new  vessel.   The 
City's  cost  of  fireboat  services  in  1970  was  estimated  at  $476,000. 

The  flreboats  are  berthed  in  the  upper  harbor,  the  area  of 
greatest  potential  fire  hazard  in  the  harbor  because  of  the  pre- 
sence of  fuel  farms.   The  majority  of  their  runs  ,  however,  are  to 
the  lower  harbor,  the  area  of  greatest  Investment  and  business 
activity  on  the  waterfront . 

Existing  legislation  authorizes  the  City  and  the  Port  Authority 
to  enter  into  a  mutually  satisfactory  agreement  for  fire  service, 
and  for  some  time  both  parties  tried  to  reach  such  an  agreement. 

On  its  part,  the  City  wanted  the  Port  Authority  to  buy  a  new 
fireboat  for  the  Boston  Fire  Department.   It  argued  that  Massport 
owned  a  large  amount  of  tax-exempt  waterfront  property,  maintained 
potentially  hazardous  facilities  in  the  harbor  area  and  shared  a 
responsibility  with  the  City  to  protect  shipping  in  the  harbor. 

Massport  rejected  the  City's  proposal,  concluding  that  the 
City's  demands  were  excessive  and  that  it  could  operate  its  own 
^  fireboat  at  lower  cost  by  using  a  different  crew  configuration 
and  by  not  having  to  pay  supplementary  wages  to  men  because  of 
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'      their  special  marine  licenses.   Massport  has  stated  that  its  fire- 
boat  will  be  available  to  all  waterfront  property  in  the  harbor, 
regardless  of  ownership. 

The  continuing  controversy  over  responsibility  and  control 
for  flreboat  services  in  Boston  harbor  is  a  self-serving  bureau- 
cratic feud.   The  logical  solution  would  be  to  negotiate  a  satis- 
factory agreement  as  authorized  by  law  under  which  Boston's  two 
fireboats  would  be  transferred  along  with  their  crews  to  the 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority  in  exchange  for  the  completion  and 
assumption  by  Massport  of  fire  boat  services  to  Boston  Harbor. 
Although  the  three  large  craft  to  be  operated  by  Massport  through 
this  proposed  transfer  would  not  represent  an  ideal  fire  boat 
fleet  --  it  has  been  suggested  that  Boston's  harbor  can  be 
adequately  served  by  two  larger  fireboats  (one  for  regular  duty 
and  one  for  reserve)  and  a  small  draft  vessel  to  handle  marine 

fires)  —  the  consolidation  would  represent  a  good  first  step 

20 
toward  achieving  effective  fireboat  service  at  less  cost. 

B.   TRANSPORTATION 
General  Rationale  for  State  Assumption  of  Transportation  Financing 

There  are  several  general  reasons  which  may  be  offered  to 
justify  state  financing  of  all  transportation  services.   More- 
over, arguments  based  on  the  characteristics  of  specific  trans- 
portation modes  may  also  be  used  as  further  substantiation  for 
the  proposed  shift  from  municipal  to  state  financing.   Transporta- 
tion is  necessary  for  the  effective  functioning  of  the  state's 
P  economy.   No  single  transport  mode  serves  all  residents  of  the 
state;  nor  does  any  one  transport  decision  resound  to  the  direct 
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benefit  of  a  majority  of  the  people.   Transportation,  by  its 
nature,  consists  of  a  network   of  interconnected  services  and 
modes.   A  proper  balance   within  this  network  would  provide 
maximum  service  to  most  residents  of  the  state.   Thus  the  pre- 
sent system  of  earmarking  highway  funds  required  by  the 
Massachusetts  Constitution  is  inefficient  in  an  economic  sense, 
as  is  any  earmarking  of  revenues,  because  it  prevents  rational 
consideration  of  trade-offs  in  the  allocation  of  funds  for 
transportation  purposes.   Since  balancing  these  trade-offs  is 
necessary  to  bring  about  the  desired  network,  any  investment  in 
transportation  must  be  weighed  against  three  criteria:   its 
e.'^fects  on  substitution  within  the  mode  across  routes,  sub- 
sr.ltution  across  modes,  and  induced  increased  demand  for  trans- 
port services  as  a  whole.   Separately  planned,  administered,  and 
financed  arrangements  for  different  links  within  each  mode  and 
across  the  modes  cannot  carry  out  a  consistent  set  of  transporta- 
tion priorities  even  if  they  have  been  decided  upon. 

As  pointed  out  by  the  current  Massachusetts  Secretary  of 
Transportation  in  a  discussion  of  the  piecemeal  growth  of 
transportation  functions  at  the  state  level,  there  is  "virtually 
no  capacity  for  overall  transportation  planning  and  coordination 
...Little  attention  has  been  paid  to  welding  the  multiple  units 
into  a  smoothly  functioning  team,  in  which  the  parts  contribute  to 
the  objectives  of  the  whole  (as  determined  by  the  governor  and  the 

General  Court)  with  maximal  effectiveness  and  minimal  waste 

21 
motion."     Thus,  the  new  (1973)  Massachusetts  transportation 

assistance  proposal  submitted  by  the  Governor  recognizes  the 
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)      existence  of  trade-offs  between  services,  in  offering  municipal- 
ities outside  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  (MBTA) 
greater  highway  aid  ($30  million)  as  part  of  a  package  in  which  the 
state  would  assume  a  higher  proportion  (50  percent)  of  MBTA  costs. 
Thus  the  recommendation  in  this  report  is  that  the  state  take' 
over  complete  responsibility  for  highway,  highway-related,  and 
public  transit  expenditures  and  finance  them  from  the  Highway 
Fund  and  the  more  generally-based  income  tax  and/or  sales  tax. 
1.   Public  Transportation 

The  traditional  argument  for  centralized  control  of  transit 
is  that  of  maximum  returns  to  scale:   the  efficient  size  of  area 
for  supply  of  transit  services  is  larger  than  any  one  jurisdiction. 
This  is  even  more  true  when  one  considers  that  people  use  transit 
to  travel  from  one  local  jurisdiction  t£  another.   Continuing 
benefit  spillovers  tends  to  cause  under-financing  by  each  locality 
involved  and  may  also  lead  to  an  inefficient  network  across  regions, 
since  one  community's  decision  to  finance  or  not  finance  a  given 
route  affects  the  transportation  available  to  other  communities. 

For.  the  MBTA,  central  administration  already  exists,  although 
most  of  the  costs  in  excess  of  operating  revenues  are  assessed 
upon  member  cities  and  towns  of  the  metropolitan  transit  district. 
For  the  rest  of  the  state,  transit  is  a  patchwork  operation, 
largely  carried  out  by  the  private  sector.   However,  as  more  and 
more  private  carriers  go  out  of  business,  cities  and  towns  have 
found  themselves  unable  to  muster  the  financial  and  technical 

^  expertise  to  assure  the  continuation  of  adequate  transit  services 
to  their  residents,  mainly  because  of  the  interdependence  of  the 
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W     interests  of  various  jurisdictions  with  respect  to  a  given  route 
or  carrier. 

Given  that  some  sort  of  centralized  authority  is  needed  to 
promote  coordination,  why  should  the  costs  of  public  transporta- 
tion be  absorbed  by  the  higher  governmental  level?   One  lesson  being 
learned  from  the  MBTA  experience  is  that  administration  and 
planning  at  the  state  level  are  incoijipatible  with  locally  assessed 
costs,  regardless  of  the  "fairness"  of  the  assessment  formula. 
Decisis,  -making  cannot  be  separated  from  ultimate  fiscal  account- 
ability without  producing  dire  controversy.   The  present  situation 
has  been  characterized  in  the  following  terms:   "...a  self- 
defeating  tax  structure  for  the  support  of  transit  in  the  Boston 

region,  combined  with  total  inattention  to  the  problem  of  transit 

22 
survival  in  the  Commonwealth's  other  urban  regions."     Secondly, 

as  discussed  previously,  local  financing  is  likely  to  result  in 
under-provision  of  services.   The  entire  state  certainly  benefits 
from  the  existence  of  the  MBTA,  one  of  the  key  factors  in  the 
functioning  of  the  Boston  area  economy,  an  economy  which  generates 
more  than  half  of  the  Commonwealth's  tax  revenues.   The  whole  state 
depends  heavily  on  the  economic  well-being  of  the  Boston  area  and 
on  other  urban  areas  as  well,  and  thus  subsidizes  only  itself  by 
financing  urban  transportation.   Only  through  centralized  assump- 
tion of  administration  and  costs  can  coordination  of  local 
operations  and  plans  be  achieved  while  overcoming  inter-iocal 
fiscal  disparities. 

I 
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2 .   Highways 

Many  jurisdictions,  each  with  responsibility  for  rlghts-of 
way  through  their  own  territory,  are  not  likely  to  set  up  a  trans- 
portation system  so  that   people  can  move  efficiently  from  one 
jurisdiction,  through  several  others,  to  a  second  jurisdiction. 
What  Is  desired  is  that  resources  for  the  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  highways  be  allocated  In  'accord  with  the  overall 
pattern  of  origins  and  destinations.   This  can  only  happen  over 
a  set  of  local  jurisdictions   by  one  higher  authority  Imposing  Its 
priorities  and  standards  upon  several  lower-level  jurisdictions. 
The  results  of  the  present  Massachusetts  system  of  highway  admini- 
stration —  "an  uncontrolled  division  of  responsibilities  without 
planned  objectives"    demonstrate  the  validity  of  this  thesis. 
The  1968  report  on  the  Massachusetts  highway  "non"  system  docu- 
ments cases  of  many  towns  which  have  responsibility  for  statewide 
arterlals  within  their  borders  on  which  significantly  lower  im- 
provement and  service  levels  are  maintained  than  on  adjacent, 
state-run  highways.   In  addition  to  the  urgent  need  for  central 
coordination,  there  are  the  usual  spillover,  spill-in  arguments 
which  may  be  used  in  support  of  central  financing.   In  almost 
all  cities  and  towns,  especially  in  the  larger  centers  of  economic 
activity,  highways  and  highway-related  activities  (e.g.,  snow 
removal,  street  lighting)  benefit  out-of-town  residents  who  work 
or  shop  in  such  centers  as  well  as  local  residents.   Splll-lns, 
of  course,  weigh  on  the  other  side  of  the  fiscal  equation  to  the 
degree  that  out-of-town  workers  and  shoppers  add  to  the  local 
economy  and  its  tax  base.   Although  not  every  motor  vehicle  owner 
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'   benefits  from  each  local  access  road,  each  probably  benefits  from 
some  local  roads. 

Another  basic  argument  for  state  assumption  of  all  highway 
expenditures  is  the  simple  dictum  of  letting  the  user  pay.   The 
state  maintains  a  separate  pool  of  funds  collected  from  road-and 
vehicle-related  sources.   As  William  Vickrey  has  argued,  and  as 
the  figures  in  the  accompanying  tables  for  Massachusetts  bear  out, 
although  road-related  expenditures  on  the  average  equal  motor 
fuel    taxes  and  license  fees  (in  the  case  of  Massachusetts,  we 
take  this  to  refer  to  the  dedicated  revenues  in  the  Highway  Fund 
plus  the  motor  vehicle  excise  tax  revenues  collected  locally),  the 
motorist  is  not  paying  his  way.   What  is  true  on  average  is  not 
true  of  the  users  of  congested  urban  streets.   First,  expenditures 
from  city  funds  exceed  road-related  receipts.   Second,  much  of  the 
true  cost  of  providing  space  for  city  streets  and  highways  does 
not  appear  in  the  expenditure  accounts  because  it  takes  the  form 
of  land  and  buildings  withdrawn  from  the  tax  rolls.   Thus  local 
highway  financing  penalizes  cities  in  two  special  ways:   (1)  on 
average,  more  non-residents  "consume"  urban  road  services;  (2)  it 
is  in  the  cities  that  highway-related  costs  exceed  road-related 
revenues.   This  second  factor  is  the  product  of  two  phenomena: 
although  the  state  aid  system  in  Massachusetts  has  until  very 
recently  discriminated  against  larger  cities  (Chapter  8l  aid),  the 
new  (1971)  Chapter  497  aid  is  somewhat  closing  the  gap.   Moreover, 
temporarily  at  least,  administrative  interpretation  of  the  Chapter 

P  497  aid  formula  has  effected  distributions  to  the  larger  cities 
which  have  been  in  excess  of  original  estimates.   It  should  also 
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'   be  noted  that  the  history  of  highway  development  has  left  the  cities 
with  a  lower  total  mileage  of  state  highways  (state  highways  com- 
prise 9-3  percent  of  public  road  mileage  in  the  state  as  a  whole,  but 
only  1.6  percent  of  public  road  mileage  in  the  City  of  Boston).   On 
the  expenditure  side,  urbanization  itself  generates  greater  highway 
needs:   where  rural  roads  have  shoulders,  urban  roads  must  be 
built  with  curbs,  sidewalks,  drainage,  traffic  control  devices  , and 
lights.   The  Governor's  1973  highway  aid  package  proposal  suggests 
that  these  differences  in  transportation  needs  be  recognized  at 
least  to  the  degree  of  liberalizing  Chapter  90  (matching)  highway 
aid  so  that  it  may  be  used  for  construction  and  reconstruction  of 
highways,  "including  resurfacing  and  other  work  incidental  to  that 
such  as  shoulders,  side  road  approaches,  landscaping  and  tree  plant- 
ing, roadside  drainage,  structure  including  bridges,  sidewalks, 

bicycle  paths,  traffic  control  and  service  facilities,  street- 

24 
lighting,  intersection  construction..." 

Finally,  there  is  an  argument  that  non-users  as  well  as 

users  benefit  from  roads  and  therefore  should  share  in  some  of 

the  costs.   For  example,  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  property 

owners  receive  benefits  from  access  to  their  land.   This  is  true 

when  a  road  is  first  built:   there  is  a  once  and  for  all  increase 

in  the  value  of  land  which  is  made  more  accessible.   For  this 

-  reason,  street  betterments  are  charged  to  owners  or  a  developer 
agrees  to  bear  some  of  the  cost  of  a  new  or  improved  road.   When 
the  land  is  subsequently  sold,  however,  the  increased  value  will 

P  have  been  capitalized  into  the  purchase  price  of  the  land,  and 
there  is  no  argument  for  making  subsequent  owners  continue  to  pay 
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'  for  the  "access"  through  the  property  tax. 

The  underlying  assumption  used  In  costing  out  the  highway 
function  Is  to  recommend  that  those  highway-related  expenditures 
presently  supported  by  the  property  tax  (not  by  users)  be  shifted 
to  the  state  with  financing  from  the  State  Highway  Fund,  and  to 
urge  at  the  same  time  that  the  present  arbitrary  classification 
of  roads  as  state,  MDC ,  or  municipal  be  corrected  to  reflect 
actual  Interest  In  usage.   If  full  state  financing  were  adopted, 
classification  would  determine  the  jurisdiction  of  administrative 
responsibility  and  thus  an  up-to-date  classification  of  highways 
In  the  state  would  transfer  the  administration  of  almost  2,000 
municipal  highway  miles  to  the  state  or  MDC. 
Impact  of  Shift  of  Financing  on  Transportation  Service  Levels 

It  Is  expected  that  the  state  assumption  of  all  street  and 
road  financing  would  be  carried  out  within  the  context  of  a  pro- 
gram of  functional  reclassification  of  roadways  as  outlined  In 
the  1968-69  "Statewide  Highway  Transportation  Plan"  prepared  for 
the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works.   The  cost  figures 
In  that  report  (annual  for  25  years)  are  based  on  what  It  would 
cost  (at  1968  prices)  to  modernize  (construct,  reconstruct,  main- 
tain, administer)  all  streets  and  roads  In  the  Commonwealth  to 
bring  them  to  the  service  levels  consistent  with  their  traffic 
loads  and  priority  listings  In  the  statewide  system.   The  figures 
in  Table  II  -3  reflect  such  costs  for  roads  In  all  classification 
levels  which  are  presently  administered-  by  cities  and  towns.   For 

m  example,  one  item  in  the  total  is  the  percentage  of  road-miles  in 
the  reclassified  state  secondary  system  presently  administered  by 
cities  and  towns  multiplied  by  the  modernization  costs  of  the 
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'   entire  secondary  system.   The  cost  figure  thus  obtained  was  then 
reduced  by  the  amount  of  1970  state  highway  aid  and  1970  local 
motor  vehicle  excise  tax  liabilities  to  produce  the  net  cost  of 
state  assumption  of  financing.   It  should  be  noted  that  this 
figure  does  not  include  all  highway-related  activities  such  a-s 
snow  removal  which  were  included  in  the  1970  transportation  cost 
figure,  and  thus  is  understated  to  this  degree.   It  should  also 
be  noted  that  such  a  plan  involves  additional  expenditures  by  the 
state  on  roads  they  presently  administer  and  maintain  as  well, 
and  these  costs  are  not  reflected  here. 

Since  the  MBTA  deficit  is  so  grudgingly  absorbed  by  most  of 
the  member  cities  and  towns  of  the  transit  district  the  representa- 
tives of  which  feel  it  Is  an  additional  pressure  on  their  already- 
overburdened  property  tax,  the  budget  constraint  on  the  MBTA  is  a 
binding  one  and  probably  does  not  reflect  the  level  of  service 
that  might  result  from  a  true  opportunity  cost  analysis  of,  for 
example,  making  use  of  the  Highway  Fund  for  transit  purposes. 
However,  given  the  constitutional  limitation  and  politics  of  transit 
finance  in  the  Commonwealth  at  present,  it  is  not  expected  that  a 
shift  to  state  financing  (through  diversion  of  the  Highway  Fund) 
would  loosen  this  constraint.   It  is  probable  that  only  the  avail- 
ability of  federal  funds  for  transit  operating  expenses,  if 
enacted,  would  allow  a  more  balanced  service  offering  as  between 
transit  and  highways. 

The  transit  situation  in  the  rest  of  the  Commonwealth  is  less 

m    well-documented.   However,  it  is  reported  that  carrier  operations 
are  folding  in  many  parts  of  the  state.   Subsidies  to  date  have 
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'  mostly  taken  the  form  of  generous  (though  to  the  low  bidder)  school 
bus  contracts  which  provide  the  margin  on  which  regular  routes  can 
be  operated.   As  these  school  bus  contracts  are  lost,  bus  companies 
expire.   In  a  recent  case,  the  Union  Street  Railway  (USRW)  requested 
subsidies  from  New  Bedford  ($125,000),  Fall  River  ($75,000),  and 
Brockton  ($112,000).   Brockton  has  subsidized  in  the  past  and  agreed 
to  this  request;  Fall  River  had  not  made  a  decision  as  of  October, 
1972  and  was  considering  such  alternatives  as  a  fare  increase  or 
awaraxng  the  school  bus  contract  to  the  USRW  even  though  it  was 
not  the  low  bidder;  New  Bedford  has  refused  the  subsidy  request. 
The  USRW  claims  it  cannot  continue  operating  any  of  its  routes 
unless  it  receives  all  three  subsidies.   This  example  points  up 
two  facts:   (1)  the  decisions  made  by  individual  municipalities 
are  interdependent,  and  (2)  the  transit  problem  in  Massachusetts  is 
wider  than  just  the  MBTA. 

The  transit  figure  contained  in  Table  II  -3  includes:   the 
MBTA  total  assessments  on  cities  and  towns  raised  in  1971  pro- 
perty taxes  and  attributable  to  1970  MBTA  operations;  contribu- 
tions by  non-member  municipalities;  1970  subsidies  to  other  transit 
systems  in  the  state;  and  1970  operating  losses  on  regular  routes 
reported  to  the  State  Department  of  Public  Utilities  (DPU) .   There 
were  23  carrier  operations  which  showed  such  losses  in  their  1970 
reports  to  the  DPU  Accounting  Office.   The  actual  cost  of  providing 
operating  subsidies  to  operations  presently  experiencing  losses 
might  be  greater  than  the  reported  sum  because  the  losses  do  not 

m   include  any  return  to  equity  capital.   It  should  also  be  noted  that 
state  assumption  would  expedite  channeling  of  available  federal 
transit  funds  to  localities. 
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TABLE   II  -  1 
ESTIMATED  TRANSPORTATION  EXPENDITURES  FOR  CITY  OF  BOSTON,  1970 
A.   Streets  and  Related  Functions  (Net  of  State  Aid) 

1.  Traffic  and  Parking  Department  (gross)  $2,152,388p 

2.  Street  maintenance  (Public  Works)*      7,209,388^ 

3.  Snow  removal  1,327,799 

4.  Debt  service  (1970  principal  and 
Interest  payments  on  loans  for  public 
ways,  bridge  construction,  sidewalks, 

automatic  traffic  control  signals,  u 

parking  facilities)  5,321,625** 

Subtotal  Gross  Expenditures  $16,011,200 

5.  Traffic  and  parking  receipts  (1,011,5^8)5 

6.  Motor  vehicle  excise  tax  collections    (9,965,807)^ 

7.  Off-street  parking  facilities,  rents    (1,277,055) 


Subtotal  Receipts  (]_2  254  4lO) 

3,756,790 


Net  expenditures  paid  from  road-unrelated 
Boston  funds 


B.   Public  Transit 

MBTA  1971  assessment         ^  nh    n\n    n^r- 

24,939,965 

Net  Transportation  Expenditures  From  Local  City  of  ioo  rr,r   r,r-^ 

Rncfnr.  ^n..H<=  -  $28,696,755 


Boston  Funds 


*  Including  street  lighting. 

**  Debt  service  figure  Is  understated  because  it  does  not  Include 
principal  and  interest  payments  on  those  proportions  of  Urban  Renewal 
bonds  used  for  streets,  sidewalks,  and  other  road-related  items. 

1.  Annual  Report  of  the  Boston  Traffic  and  Parking  Department  for  the 
Year  Ending  December  31,  1970  (Document  21-1971). 

2.  1972  Program  Budget,  City  of  Boston,  County  of  Suffolk,  "Public 
Works  -  Transportation,  1970  Expenditure",  p~!  401. 

3.  Ibid. ,  "Public  Works  -  Snow  Removal,  1970  Expenditure",  p.  58I. 

4.  Records  at  Boston  City  Auditor's  Department. 

5.  1972  Program  Budget,  op.  cit.,  "Traffic  and  Parking,  1970  Actual 
.  Income" ,  p^  378 . 

6 .  City  of  Boston,  County  of  Suffolk,  Auditing  Department,  Annual 
Report  for  Fiscal  Year  Ending  December  3I,  1970,  Schedule  B-1, 
"Summary  of  Receipts",  sum  of  current  and  prior  years'  levies  of 
motor  vehicle  excise  tax,  p.  34. 

7.  Ibid..  S(-hpriiilp  R-1  .  n  .  -^7  _ 
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TABLE  II  -  2 
ESTIMATED  TRANSPORTATION  EXPENDITURES  FOR  ALL  MUNICIPALITIES,  1970 

A.   Direct  Highway  Expenditures  (Net  of  State  Aid) 

1.  129  rural  towns  $   9,925,214 

2,  183  urban  towns  and  39  cities 
(including  Boston)  108,575,577 


B. 


Subtotal  Highway  Expenditures  including  Boston         $118,500,791 

1 


Highway-Related  Func 

3tions 

1.  Parking 

Rural 

19,649 

Urban 

6,620,329 

2.  Street  Cleaning 

. 

Rural 

9,148 

Urban 

3,137,078 

3.  Street  Lighting ■ 

Rural 

520,442 

Urban 

15,103,845 

4.  Sidewalks 

Rural 

■  50,941 

Urban 

3,877,780 

5.  Storm  Sewers  and 

Drainage 

Rural 

299,413 

Urban 

5,530,371 

Subtotal  Highway-Related  Expenditures  Including  Boston      (35,168,996) 

Less  Boston's  Expenditures  for  Highways  and 

Highway-Related  Functions  (13,722,597) 

Less  Motor  Vehicle  Excise  Tax  Collections  by 

All  Municipalities  Excluding  Boston    ,  127,851,110* 

Net  Cost  of  Highways  and  Highway-Related 

Functions  to  Cities  and  Towns  Excluding  Boston  12,096,080 

C.   Public  Transit  2 

1.  Brockton  -  to  Union  St.  Railway  114,022^ 

2.  New  Bedford  -  to  Union  St.  Railway  79,851 

3.  Springfield  -  to  Springfield  St.  ^ 
Railway  80,000-^ 

4.  MBTA  Assessments  on  Cities  and 

Towns  excluding  Boston  704,705 

5.  MBTA  Reimbursements  from  Outside  u 
Communities                        l8l,232 

Total  Non-Boston  Public  Transit  Expenditures  27,195,609 

Net  Transportation  Expenditures  From  Municipal  Funds        $39,291,689 


*  Actual  collections  estimated  at  90  percent  of  levies. 

1.  These  figures  all  taken  from  reports  available  at  the  Fiscal  Division 
of  the  Bureau  of  Transportation  Planning  and  Development  of  the  Massachu- 
setts Department  of  Public  Works.   Because  of  the  way  these  are  reported, 

kit  was  impossible  to  obtain  the  same  functional  breakdown  of  expenditures 
rfor  Boston.   For  this  reason,  Boston  is  included  in  the  subtotals,  and 
then  subtracted  from  the  highway  and  highway-related  total. 

2.  Contract  for  intra-city  service,  reported  to  DPU  Accounting  Office. 

3.  School  fare  subsidies,  reported  to  DPU  Accounting  Office. 

4.  1970  Annual  Report,  MBTA,  p.  2 
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TABLE  II  -  3 

ESTIMATED  TRANSPORTATION  EXPENDITURES  BASED  ON 
ASSUMED  CHANGES  IN  SERVICE  LEVELS 

A.  Highways  and  Highway-Related  Functions 

1.  Costs  of  stopgap  maintenance  and 

identified  construction  needs  as  ^ 

estimated  by  DPW  study  $239,890,000 

2.  Motor  Vehicle  Excise  Tax  „ 
Collections,  1970  (137,820,000)^  ' 

3.  1970  State  Aid  for  Local  Highways      (25,850,000)^ 

Net  Cost  to  State  of  assumption  of  high- 
way and  highway-related  costs  if  motor 
vehicle  excise  tax  is  turned  over  to 
state         "  $76,220,000 

B.  Public  Transit  u 

1.  MBTA  -  1970  total  assessments  51,644,670 

2.  Deficits  of  other  public  carriers  t- 
in  the  state                             462,087 


3.   Present  subsidies  to  carriers 


,6 


outside  MBTA  273,873 

Net  cost  of  transit  financing  take-over  by  State  52,380,630 

Total  Estimated  Cost  To  State  Of  Assuming  Financing 
Of  Transportation  With  Attendant  Changes  In 
Service  Levels  (See  Text)  '  128,601,000 


1.   See  text 


2.  Actual  Boston  collections  1970  plus  estimated  collections  by  other 
cities  and  towns  (estimated  collections:  90^  of  levies). 

3.  Chapters  81/90  G.L.,C.  679,  Acts  of  1965,  C.  6l9,  Acts  of  1967, 
C.  768,  Acts  of  1969.   Totals  from  Fiscal  Division  of  Bureau  of 
Transportation  Planning  and  Development,  Mass.  Department  of  Public 
Works,   State  aid  authorized  under  Chapter  497,  in  1971,  would  add 
$21  million  to  this  figure. 

4.  1970  Annual  Report  MBTA,  p.  1. 

5.  "Losses  on  regular  routes"  reported  to  DPU  Accounting  Office. 

6.  From  Table  II  -  2,  items  Cl-3. 


^  ,      C.   DISPOSAL  OP  WASTES 

Why  State  Financing 

The  collection  of  solid  and  liquid  wastes  from  the  point  of 
their  production  (mostly  households  and  business)  clearly  benefits 
the  property-owners  (or  renters)  to  whom  the  service  is  rendered 
and  their  neighbors.   Minimum  amounts  of  uncollected  wastes  will 
inflict  their  unpleasant  effects  only  upon  a  fairly  small  area. 
Improper  disposal  of  the  growing  volume  of  collected  wastes,  on  the 
other  hand,  can  impose  negative  externalities  on  a  much  wider 
region.   Down-wind  or  down-stream  cities  and  towns  can  suffer  con- 
siderably from  the  disposal  choices  made  by  other  cities  and  towns. 
State  financing  of  such  disposal  activities,  however,  would  facili- 
tate the  imposition  of  certain  minimum  standards  to  eliminate  these 
negative  spillover  effects. 
State  Financing  and  Minimum  Standards 

Such  minimum  standards  can  also  be  imposed  simply  by  fiat,  but 
as  the  recent  Raytheon  report  on  solid  waste  disposal  points  out, 
this  action  can  impose  undue  financial  hardship  on  individual  juris- 
dictions when  no  action  is  simultaneously  taken  to  take  advantage 
of  the  economies  of  scale  that  exist  for  the  provision  of  such 
services:   "...the  implementation  of  even  the  most  modest  solid 
waste  disposal  system  fully  complying  with  the  existing  regulations 

and  statutes  will  usually  be  too  expensive  for  the  individual 

25 
communities."     The  efficient  size  unit  for  waste  disposal  is 

W   usually  larger  than  one  city  or  town,  and  the  State  Bureau  of  Solid 

Waste  Disposal  estimates  that  regionalization  of  such  services  can 
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reduce  the  expenditures  to  one-half  or  one-third  the  per  ton  costs  of  ' 
^  a  comparable  standards-compliant  town-by-town  system.   One  would 
expect  that  passage  of  stiffer  pollution-control  laws  would  thus 
give  cities  and  towns  the  incentives  to  cooperate,  but  no  community 
wants  the  (larger)  regional  disposal  facility  located  on  its  own 
territory.   As  a  result,  "permissive"  legislation  with  respect  to, 
the  establishment  of  regional  disposal  districts  has  resulted  in 
the  formation  of  only  two  functioning  districts  within  the  Common- 
wealth. 

An  example  of  the  cost  impact  of  the  stiffer  regulations  is 
the  following  excerpt  from  the  1970  Fairhaven  town  report  (Board  of 
Public  Works):   "Disposal  increase  is  attributable  mainly  to  the 
State  of  Massachusetts'  'no  outside  buring'  regulation  requiring 
all  burnables  to  be  buried.   The  increased  scope  of  the  above 
operation  is  supported  by  the  following:   in  the  year  1969,  seven 
men  were  assigned  this  function  for  three  days  per  week.   In  the 
year  1970  it  has  been  necessary  to  assign  ten  to  eleven  men  for 
this  operation  five  days  per  week." 

Similar  evidence  drawn  from  cities  and  towns  throughout  the 

Commonwealth  explain  the  doubling  of  solid  waste  disposal  expenditures 

27 
for  municipalities  from  $10,960,801  in  1967   to  an  estimated 

$20,918,000  in  1970.     Moreover,  future  increases  in  expenditures 

for  sewage  treatment  facilities  operation  can  be  expected  when  the 

growing  number  of  plants  under  construction  (largely  with  federal 

and  state  funds)  become  operational. 

State  financing  can  be  part  of  a  centrally-planned  regionalized 

operation  of  solid  and  liquid  waste  treatment  and  disposal  to  avoid 

the  problem  of  individual  disincentives  against  Joining  in  a  regional 
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f     effort.   A  bill  before  the  General  Court  in  1973  (Senate  815,  House 
6643)  proposes  mandatory  regional  solid  waste  disposal  districts, 
but  assesses  costs  on  participating  municipalities.   This  suffers 
from  the  same  criticisms  as  all  such  regional  programs  financed  by 
local  property  taxes  and  has  been  opposed  by  the  Metropolitan  -Area 
Planning  Agency.   Thus  state  financing  should  Insure  compliance  of 
all  disposal  operations  In  the  state  with  current  regulations  to 
minimize  negative  externalities.   Some  cities  and  towns  presently 
Impose-  user  charges  for  sewers.   This  report  suggests  that  these 
revenues  be  retained  by  the  cities  and  towns,  under  the  shift  of 
disposal  financing  to  the  state,  to  offset  waste  collection  costs 
Incurred  by  cities  and  towns. 

Impact  of  Service  Level  Changes 

The  costs  shown  In  the  accompanying  tables  Indicate  no  change 
from  1970  costs  attributable  to  anticipated  changes  In  service  levels, 
although  It  Is  assumed  that  under  state  takeover  of  financing,  all 
sewage  and  solid  waste  systems  will  be  In  compliance  with  existing 
pollution  abatement  regulations. 

For  solid  waste  disposal,  costs  will  not  be  significantly 
affected  by  expected  Improvements  In  service  because  It  Is  assumed 
that  the  establishment  of  regional  facilities  will  accompany  the 
state  financial  takeover.   Bringing  all  solid  waste  operations  Into 
compliance  will  double  the  1970  per  ton  operating  costs  for  sanitary 
landfill  (replacing  dumping)  facilities  and  will  require  Increases 
over  1970  expenditures  for  Incineration  for  all  but  one  of  the 
P  operating  Incinerators  within  the  state.   This  compliance  will 
probably  not  occur  without  state  takeover   since,  as  previously 
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noted,  unilateral  efforts  by  individual  cities  and  towns  Impose 
heavy  financial  burdens.   The  Director  of  the  State  Bureau  of 
Solid  Waste  resigned  in  November  1972  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  firm  state  commitment  to  implementation  of  the  regional  plans. 
His  analysis,  therefore,  assumes  that  state  takeover  means  regional 
systems  along  with  compliance.   Since  regionalization  of  operations 
should  halve  the  cost  per  ton  of  processing  city  and  town  wastes, 
the  net  effect  should  be  very  little  change  in  total  disposal  costs. 
It  must  also  be  noted,  however,  that  with  regional  disposal  facili- 
ties, individual  cities  and  towns  will  be  faced  with  higher  costs 
of  waste  collection  in  conveying  the  refuse  to  the  regional  disposal 
site,  a  cost  they  will  continue  to  bear  under  this  proposal. 

A  different  approach  is  appropriate  for  sewage  treatment  and 
disposal  because  compliance  is  currently  being  achieved  without 
state  takeover.   The  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  reports 
that  over  ten  new  treatment  plants  have  been  completed  since  1970, 
ten  are  under  construction,  and  five  are  in  the  planning  stage. 
This  construction  is  being  undertaken  primarily  with  federal 

state  funds:   the  matching  provisions  until  October  1972  were  55  per- 
cent federal,  25  percent  state;  the  new  federal  law  provides  for 
75  percent  federal  grants,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  reduce  the  state's 
share  to  zero  until  new  legislation  is  passed.   Most  of  these  grants 
are  allocated  to  towns  which  previously  had  no  sewage  treatment;  a 
few  are  for  alterations  to  existing  plants.   Because  compliance  is 
occurring  without  state  takeover,  the  increase  in  costs  resulting 
"  from  such  compliance  is  not  attributed,  in  this  analysis,  to  the 
proposed  financial  takeover. 
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TABLE  II-4 
EXPENDITURES  FOR  WASTE  DISPOSAL,  CITY  OF  BOSTON,  1970 


A.  Solid  Waste  Disposal  (Public  Works) 

1.  Incinerator  , 
Operating  costs                            $1,272,597 
Amortization  of  plant                                „ 

(principal  and  interest)  331,631 

2.  Gardner  Street  sanitary  landfill  415,578^ 

3.  Garbage  disposal  (by  contract-  |. 

Victory  Road,  Gardner  Street)  31,200 

Total  Solid  Waste  Disposal  $2,051,006 

B.  Sewage  Treatment  and  Disposal 

1.  Pumping  -  Calf  Pasture  (Public  Works)  306,739*g 

2.  MDC  sewerage  assessment  4,106,880 

Total  Sewage  Disposal  4, 413.619 

Total  Sewage  And  Solid  Waste  Treatment  and  Disposal  $6,  464,,  625 


*Understates  true  cost  because  the  figure  excludes  the  amortization 
of  plant. 

1.  Annual  Report  of  the  Public  Works  Department  of  the  City  of  Boston 
for  Year  Ending  December  31,  1970,  p.llE"! 

2 .  Ibid. 

3.  Ibid. 

4.  Ibid. ,  p.  116. 

5.  Ibid. ,  Table  8  p.  123  (product  of  pumping  cost  per  million 
gallon  times  sewage  pumped). 

6.  Public  Document  92,  1970,  p.  22. 


» 
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TABLE  II  -  5 


ESTIMATED  EXPENDITURES  FOR  WASTE  DISPOSAL 
FOR  ALL  MUNICIPALITIES  EXCLUDING  BOSTON,  1970 


A.  Solid  Waste  Disposal 

(Estimate  for  all  cities  and  towns  ,    '      j_ 

excluding  Boston)  $18,857,000 

B.  Sewage  Disposal  and  'Treatment 

MDC  assessment  on  cities  and  towns  „ 

excluding  Boston  8,311j011_ 

Other  cities  -and  towns  in  state  (estimate)    35520,000-^ 

Si  ■  "  tal  sewage  11,831.000 

Total  Sewage  Ajid  Solid  Waste  Treatment  And  Disposal  $30,688,000 


1.  See  text,  and  footnote  22. 

2.  Public  Document  92,  1970,  p. 22. 

3.  Estimate  based  on  average  sewage  treatment  costs  per  million 
gallon  flow  calculated  from  selected  available  town  data  and 
actual  sewage  flows  reported  in  "Municipal  Wastewater  Treat- 
ment Plants  January  1971?"  Massachusetts  Department  of  Natural 
Resources,  Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control. 


f  D.   COUNTY  COURTS 

Rationale  for  State  Financing  of  Court  System 

The  costs  of  operating  courts  in  Massachusetts  are  shared  by 
the  state,  the  City  of  Boston,  and  the  thirteen  counties  outside  of 
Suffolk  County.   The  approximate  proportions  of  this  sharing  arrange- 
ment are  as  follows:   the  state  —  20  percent;  the  City  of  Boston  — 
20  percent;  and  the  outside  counties  —  60  percent.   It  should  be 
pointed  out,  however,  that  the  net  costs  of  courts  allocated  to 
counties  other  than  Suffolk  are  assessed  against  cities  and  towns 
within  such  counties. 

The  logic  involved  in  having  the  state  assume  the  entire  costs 
of  operating  the  courts  may  be  found  In  Article  XI  of  the  Declaration 

of  Rights  in  the  Constitution  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 

Every  subject  of  the  commonwealth  ought  to  find  a 
certain  remedy,  by  having  recourse  to  the  laws, 
for  all  injuries  or  wrongs  which  he  may  receive  in 
his  person,  property,  or  character.   He  ought  to 
obtain  right  and  justice  freely,  and  without  being 
obliged  to  purchase  it;  completely,  and  without 
any  denial;  promptly,  and  without  delay;  conformably 
to  the  laws. 

Certainly  a  liberal  interpretation  of  the  above  provisions 
would  conclude  that  the  administration  of  justice  is  a  function  of 
the  sovereign  power  of  the  state.   It  is  the  concern  of  the 
commonwealth  as  a  whole  and  not  of  any  of  its  political  subdivisions. 
Inequities  and  Inefficiencies  of  Present  System 

The  inequity  and  inefficiency  of  the  present  system  of  frag- 
mented responsibility  as  between  county  and  state  government  for 
y  court  administration  would  also  support  this  proposal  for  state 
assumption  of  the  entire  costs  of  operating  the  courts. 
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"       The  present  arrangement  of  divided  financial  responsibility  is 
both  illogical  and  inconsistent.   The  following  are  glaring  examples 
of  such  inconsistency.   The  probate  courts  serve  the  counties  in 
which  they  are  located.   Yet  their  justices  and  registers  are  paid 
by  the  commonwealth.   The  clerks  of  court  who  serve  the  state-wide 
supreme  judicial  and  superior  courts  for  their  respective  counties 
are  paid  by  such  counties,  but  the  judges  of  these  two  courts  are 
paid  by  the  state, and  auditors  and  masters  appointed  to  help  them 
carry  out  their  judicial  functions  are  paid  by  the  counties. 

Probation  is  now  recognized  as  a  state  system.   The  commissioner 
of  probation,  his  deputy,  probation  officers  attached  to  superior 
courts  are  paid  by  the  state,  while  the  probation  officers  assigned 
to  district  courts  continue  to  be  paid  by  the  counties. 

The  distribution  of  court  fines  and  penalties  is  also  Illogical. 
Fines  imposed  by  district  courts  are  paid  to  the  cities  and  towns  in 
which  the  offenses  occurred;  but  if  a  case  is  appealed  to  the  , 
superior  court   and  a  fine  is  imposed  by  such  court, the  county   re- 
ceives the  fines.   But  there  is  a  major  exception:   fines  imposed 
under  the  motor  vehicle  law  (Chapter  90  of  the  General  Laws)  are 
paid  to  the  counties   no  matter  which  court  levies  them. 

There  are  sixteen  major  governmental  units  dealing  financially 
with  the  courts.   These  include  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts, 

-  the  City  of  Boston  acting  on  behalf  of  Suffolk  County,  the  thirteen 
counties  outside  Suffolk,  and  the  Suffolk  County  Court  House 
Commission,  the  latter  agency  serving  as  a  special  board  to  operate 

■the  Pemberton  Square  Court  House  in  Boston.   Thus,  sixteen  court 
jurisdictions  maintain  sixteen  sets  of  books,  and  independently 
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'  purchase  supplies,  hire  employees,  let  contracts  —  all  to  accomplish 
a  single  major  goal,  to  make  justice  accessible  to  all  residents. 

The  dynamic  governmental  entities  within  this  court  non- 
system  which  have  legislative  power  are  the  state  and  the  munici- 
palities.  The  county  has  degenerated  into  a  kind  of  convenient 
middle  administrative  echelon  for  handling  state  responsibilities 
which  in  earlier  days  were  thought  to  be  too  wide  in  scope  for 
scattered  towns  and  too  local  to  be  operated  by  the  state. 

If  the  administration  of  justice  is  a  matter  of  state-wide 
concern,  it  follows  that  the  present  arrangement  under  which  80 
percent  of  the  costs  are  borne  by  one  limited  class  of  taxpayers, 
the  property  owners,  is  inequitable.   The  state  as  a  whole  benefits 
from  effective  administration  of  justice.   The  present  complicated 
system  of  multiple  bookkeeping  by  sixteen  independent  units  and  the 
voluminous  auditing  requirement  would  be  reduced  considerably  if 
it  were  concentrated  under  a  single  authority.   It  is  also  reasonable 
to  expect  that  consolidated  purchasing  and  contracting  would  result 
in  economies. 

Recent  court  legislation  seems  to  be  equivocal  on  the  issue  of 
restoring  logic  and  equity  to  fiscal  arrangements  governing  the 
state's  judicial  system.   For  example,  an  act  of  1972  establishing 
the  Intermediate  Appelate  Court  provides  for  direct  State  financing 

-  of  the  salaries  of  justices,  clerks,  miscellaneous  office  expenses, 
quarters  and  facilities.   Although  this  legislation  requires  the 
counties  to  pay  the  salaries  of  sheriff-appointed  court  officers 

■(chief  deputy  sheriff,  assistant  deputy  sheriff  and  six  court 
officers)  amounting  to  over  $100,000  a  year,  it  also  provides  for 
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"  state  reimbursement  of  such  court  officer  salaries,  except  for  $850. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  legislature  exhibited  a  reverse  trend  In 
authorizing  a  separate  Housing  Court  of  the  City  of  Boston.   This 
gives  Boston  clty-wlde  jurisdiction  over  "any  general  or  special  law, 
ordinance,  rule  or  regulation  as  Is  concerned  with  the  health,' 
safety  or  welfare  of  any  occupancy  of  any  place  used  or  Intended 
for  use  as  a  place  of  human  habitation."   This  court  also  has 
equity  jurisdiction  concurrent  with  the  district,  probate,  superior 

and  supreme  judicial  court  In  all  housing  cases  or  matters  within  Its 

30 
purview.     All  expenditures  of  the  court  are  financed  by  the  City  of 

Boston  through  Suffolk  County.   Authorized  appropriations  In  1973 

amounted  to  over  $233,000. 

Impact  of  Future  Service  Level  Changes 

Net  expenditures  for  county  courts  In  Massachusetts  totalled 

$30,566,000  In  1970  —  $7,515,000  for  Suffolk  County  (assumed 

entirely  by  the  City  of  Boston)  and  $23,051,000  for  the  remaining 

13  counties  of  the  Commonwealth.   If  the  state  assumes  all  of  the 

net  costs  of  county  courts.  Its  total  financial  obligation  would 

Increase  slightly  to  cover  county  court  activities  added  since 

1970.   If  a  separate  housing  court  Is  authorized  for  the  cities  of 

Springfield  and  Worcester  (following  the  precedent  with  juvenile 

courts),  a  shift  of  net  court  costs  to  the  state  should  also  Include 

expenses  for  these  separate  courts,  the  expenditures  of  which  would 

approximate  $100,000  a  year,  In  addition  to  the  $233,000  for  the 

Boston  Housing  Court. 

^  E.   COUNTY  CORRECTIONS 

Introduction 

Proposals  to  shift  the  administration  and  financing  of  correctional 
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W   services  are  not  a  new  Issue  in  Massachusetts.   Integration  of 
county  correctional  activities  with  those  of  the  state  was  recom- 
mended by  a  special  commission  established  by  the  General  Court  as 
far  back  as  I918.   In  1962,  the  Report  of  the  Governor's  Committee 
on  Jails  and  Houses  of  Correction  advocated  consolidation  of  the 
county  and  state  correctional  systems  to  achieve  development  of  a 

unified  progressive  correctional  philosophy  incorporating  new 

■^1 
methods  of  treatment.     Finally,  in  November  1972, following 

public  hearings,  the  Committee  on  Penal  Matters  of  the  Boston  City 

Council  filed  a  report  which  concluded  that  "the  City  of  Boston 

does  not  belong  in  the  field  of  penology.   This  should  be  the  sole 

responsibility  of  the  Commonwealth  from  the  time  that  sentence  Is 

pronounced  and  incarceration  imposed  on  a  defendant." 

Rationale  for  Integrated  Correctional  System 

A  number  of  reasons  are  usually  cited  to  support  proposals 

for  shifting  the  administration  and  financing  of  county  correctional 

institutions  to  the  state.   On  the  fiscal  side,  county  correctional 

facilities  are  supported  by  property  tax  revenues  from  the  cities 

and  towns  within  the  particular  county.   For  example,  Boston  pays 

the  entire  Suffolk  County  budget,  including  the  $3  million  cost  of 

the  Jail  and  House  of  Correction.   In  the  past,  Boston  also  paid 

Middlesex  County  for  juveniles  sent  to  the  Middlesex  County  Training 

School.   However,  county  training  schools  were  recently  discontinued. 

The  Committee  on  Penal  Matters  of  the  Boston  City  Council  found  that 

many  of  the  inmates  in  county  penal  institutions  are  not  county 

presidents  but  rather  committed  a  crime  within  the  county  jurisdiction. 

Moreover,  there  are  wide  variations  in  wealth  among  counties  which 
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P generate  disparities  In  the  quality  of  correctional  services  pro- 
vided.  The  financial  case  against  local  training  schools  was  even 
more  clear.   Several  counties  tended  to  send  children  to  such 
schools,  as  was  the  case  with  Boston,  but  other  counties  remanded 
problem  children  to  the  State  Youth  Service  Board.   For  these  cfases 
the  counties  avoided  direct  expense.   Problem  children  are  now  the 
sole  responsibility  of  the  State  Department  of  Youth  Services, 
financed  entirely' with  state  funds. 

In  addition  to  considerations  of  inequitable  fiscal  burdens 
are  the  strong  arguments  that  administration  and  the  quality  of 
facilities  at  the  county  level  are  inadequate,  that  rehabilitative 
programs  are  available  only  at  a  few  county  institutions,  and  that 
new,  hopefully  more  effective  correctional  policies  can  be  carried 
out  under  a  unified  state  program. 

The  Deer  Island  House  of  Correction  and  the  Suffolk  County 
Jail  have  been  criticized  consistently  for  lack  of  rehabilitation 
programs,  lack  of  adequate  living  facilities,  lack  of  segregation 
of  Inmates  by  severity  of  crimes,  and  on  other  grounds. 

The  state,  on  the  other  hand,  has  embarked  on  an  ambitious 
program  of  correctional  reform  which  emphasizes  the  Importance  of 
more  extensive  and  better  rehabilitation  and  greater  communitlza- 
tlon  of  inmates  convicted  or  charged  with  less  severe  crimes.   The 
inmates  of  county  facilities  fall  into  this  latter  category, 
although  they  are  subject  to  the  most  primitive  kind  of  institutional 
incarceration, 
^pipact  of  Service  Level  Changes 

The  current  system  of  county  Jails  and  houses  of  correction 
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costs  about  $10  million  a  year  for  services  which  focus  by  and  large 
on  simple  Incarceration.   If  the  state  took  over  this  system,  it  can 
be  expected  that  total  costs  assumed  by  the  state  would  increase  as 
the  traditional  system  is  reorganized  and  inmates  are  transferred 
either  to  state  correctional  institutions  or  to  community-based 
treatment  centers.   State  officials  in  the  Office  of  Human  Services 
have  prepared  rough  estimates  of  the  costs  of  such  a  transfer.   The 
transfer  plan  provides  for  a  four-year  phasing-ln  schedule  which 
requires  additional  expenditures  linked  to  continuing  fixed  costs  of 
the  old  system  as  it  is  being  phased  out.   Their  estimate  of  final 
cost  is  fixed  at  $8,000  per  Inmate,  based  on  the  experience  with 
residential  treatment  centers  for  youth.   This  yields  a  total  cost 
of  $l4.4  million,  some  $4.4  million  over  present  costs.   The  opera- 
ting expenditures  for  inmate  institutionalization  vary  considerably, 
depending  on  the  size  of  the  facility  and  the  service  rendered.   The 
average  cost  of  incarceration  for  the  county  correctional  system  is 
about  $53000  per  inmate  in  institutions  providing  minimum  rehabili- 
tation services.   The  average  cost  per  inmate  in  state  correctional 
Institutions  varies  between  $5,500  and  $8,500  in  cost  per  inmate. 
Smaller  treatment  centers  range  In  average  cost  between  $5,000  and 
$10,000,  depending  on  the  size  of  population.   Halfway  houses  cost 
about  $1,500  per  inmate  for  a  3-month  stay  or  $6,000  per  inmate  year. 
Without  knowing  the  precise  kind  of  services  that  will  be  Instituted, 
it  is  difficult  to  predict  a  total  cost,  except  to  emphasize  the 
assumption  that  the  greater  the  use  of  community-based  treatment 
penters,  the  lower  the  cost  to  the  state. 

What  is  predictable  is  that  the  shift  to  state  financing  will 
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bring  some  Increases  in  cost  because  the  county  correctional  system 
is  crowded  and  understaffed.   However,  it  is  probable  that  the  state 
will  not  provide  community-based  treatment  for  all  inmates  who  would 
benefit  from  it;  therefore  a  sizable  proportion  of  county  inmates 
will  be  transferred  to  existing  state  institutions  as  new  short- 
term  facilities  are  developed. 

It  is  assumed  in  this  report  that  an  integrated  state  system 
of  corrections  will  cost  on  the  average  between  $8,000  per  inmate 
for  ideal  community-based  treatment  and  the  incarceration  cost  of 
$5,500  per  inmate.  Thus  an  average  cost  of  $6,500  per  inmate  for 
the  2,000  inmates  of  county  jails  and  houses  of  correction,  assuming 
some  incarceration  and  some  short-term  treatment  will  cost  #13  million, 

about  $3  million  in  excess  of  1970  total  expenditures. 

TABLE  II-6 

1970  EXPENDITURES  FOR  COUNTY  CORRECTIONS  IN  MASSACHUSETTS 
AND  ESTIMATED  COSTS  TO  STATE  OF  STATE  FINANCING  FOR  COUNTY  CORRECTIONS 

Suffolk  County: 

Jail  $1,317,839 

Less  Departmental  Receipts  (66,316) 

Net  Expenditures  for  Jail  *]_  251  523 

Penal  Institutions  Department         1,8^2,316 
Less  Departmental  Receipts  (8,293) 

Net  Expenditures  for  Penal  Institutions  Department  1  834  023 

Total  Net  Expenditures  for  Corrections,  City  of  Boston    $3  085  5^6 

Counties  Other  than  Suffolk: 

Net  Expenditures  for  Jails  and  Houses  of  Correction  6  8II  l44 

Cost  to  Commonwealth  for  County  Corrections,  1970      ,  9,896,690 
Estimated  Cost  to  Commonwealth  for  County  Corrections 

Based  on  Assumptions  re  Service  Level  Changes  $13  OOO  000 

Sources:  City  of  Boston  and  County  of  Suffolk,  Annual  Report, 
Auditing  Department  for  the  Year,  1970;  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts, 
Statistical  Reports  of  the  Commissioner  of  Correction  for  Year  Ending 
December  31,  1970  (Public  Document  No,  115)-,  " 


f  p.   VETERANS'  SERVICES 

Overview  of  Program 

Laws  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  require  that  cities 
and  towns  extend  benefits  to  needy  veterans  residing  within  their- 
local  jurisdictions.   Providing  income  maintenance  and  social  ser- 
vices, this  program  is  separate  from  public  welfare.   The  costs 
are  shared  by  municipalities  and  the  Commonwealth.   Each  city  or 
town  operates  a  veterans'  office,  and  the  local  veterans'  service 
agent  is  an  employee  of  the  respective  municipality.   Benefit 
levels  and  eligibility  requirements  are  set  by  the  state.   The 
state,  through  its  Office  of  Veterans'  Services,  reimburses  the 
localities  for  50  percent  of  the  costs  of  assistance  they  pro- 
vide to  veterans.   However,  the  state  does  not  reimburse  munici- 
palities for  the  administrative  expenses  Incurred  by  veterans' 
service  agents  or  veterans'  service  offices. 

In  1970,  the  Commonwealth  and  its  political  subdivisions 
spent  approximately  $33  million  for  veterans'  services.   Boston 
spent  about  $7-5  million  for  this  program  and  received  reimburse- 
ments from  the  state  totalling  $3-8  million.   Currently, 
Massachusetts  is  the  only  state  which  operates  an  assistance  pro- 
gram of  this  magnitude  for  veterans.   In  most  other  states,  a 
few  services  are  provided  by  either  state  or  local  veterans' 
offices  and  the  major  portion  of  aid  and  rehabilitative  services 
are  provided  under  state  and  federal  categorical  "welfare  programs  for 
which  most  indigent  persons,  including  veterans,  quali-fy. 

Another  aspect  of  this  issue  is  the  legal  requirement  that 
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the  state  must  operate  a  separate  administrative  structure  for 
this  independent  program  of  income  maintenance  and  social  ser- 
vices which  is  similar  to  that  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare,  the  administrative  agency  for  state  and  federal  cate- 
gorical assistance  programs. 
Rationale  for  State  Financing 

Human  services  in  general  are  becoming  increasingly 
recognized  as  a  state-federal  as  opposed  to  a  local  responsi- 
bility.  For  veterans'  services  the  case  for  state-federal 
assumption  of  fiscal  responsibility  and  for  state  assumption 
of  administrative  responsibility  is  a  strong  one.   Localities 
do  not  have  discretion  concerning  veterans'  assistance  because 
Massachusetts  law  mandates  that  they  be  carried  out.   Localities 
certainly  have  no  control  over  the  numbers  of  veterans  that  will 
require  aid  within  their  jurisdiction.   While  in  the  armed 
forces,  veterans  serve  the  country  as  a  whole  which  reinforces 
the  argument  that  the  federal  government  should  share  the 
responsibilities  for  providing  for  needy  veterans. 

If  the  present  machinery  of  veterans'  benefits  disburse- 
ments were  maintained,  the  financial  burden  of  its  operation 
could  only  be  removed  from  cities  and  towns  if  the  state  assumed 
the  full  costs  thereof.   This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  present 
system  of  veterans'  assistance  does  not  qualify  for  federal  funds 
to  any  significant  extent.   Aside  from  the  issue  that  veterans' 
benefits  involve  no  federal  sharing  of  costs,  the  existence  of 
this  system  means  a  duplication  of  administrative  operations  with 
those  in  public  welfare. 
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Proposed  Reorganization 

The  Governor  and  his  Executive  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Human  Services  recently  proposed  a  major  overhaul  of  veterans' 
services.   Under  these  recommendations  the  state  would  no 
longer  reimburse  cities  and  towns  for  the  disbursement  of 
veterans'  benefits.   Cities  and  towns  would  have  the  choice  of 
whether  or  not  to  maintain  the  veterans'  offices  and  agents, 
for  which  they  currently  pay  the  full  costs,  and  to  perform 
whatever  advocacy  services  the  locality  deemed  necessary.   The 
costs  of  income  maintenance  and  rehabilitative  services  would 
be  borne  by  the  state  and  federal  governments  by  transferring 
eligible  veterans  to  appropriate  state  and  federal  categorical 
assistance  programs.   A  new  state  Office  for  Veterans  would  be 
established  to  assist  veterans  in  obtaining  benefits  to  which 
they  are  presently  entitled  under  state  and  federal  statutes. 
Certain  specialized  services,  such  as  aid  to  permanently  dis- 
abled veterans,  would  be  administered  by  the  Office  for  Veterans. 
This  office  would  also  carry  out  such  activities  as  the  main- 
tenance of  graves.  Memorial  Day  functions,  and  other  veterans- 
oriented  advocacy  roles.   Veterans  qualifying  for  particular 
welfare  programs  would  receive  their  benefits  through  the 
disbursal  mechanisms  of  categorized  programs  such  as  General 
Relief,  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC),  or  Old 
Age  and  Disability  Assistance. 

The  total  costs  of  this  proposed  new  system  and  the  state's 
share  of  such  costs  are  difficult  to  predict.  The  difficulty  is 
that  it  is  not  clear  which  veterans  now  receiving  veterans' 
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beneflts  would  qualify  for  which  state  and  federal  programs.  State- 
financed  General  Relief  benefits  are  somewhat  lower  than  current 
veterans'  benefits,  which  in  turn  are  less  than  federally-assisted 
APDC  payments.   Moreover,  the  Individual  categorical  welfare  pro- 
grams have  varying  provisions  for  recipient  retention  of  a  portion 
of  earnings  while  remaining  eligible  for  benefits.   State  officials 
are  considering  some  supplementary  aid  for  veterans  who  would 
qualify  for  General  Relief  so  that  they  would  not  suffer  a  dimi- 
nution of  assistance.   The  Executive  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Human  Services  has  prepared  some  tentative  estimates  which 
indicate  that  under  the  reorganization  proposal,  the  state  itself 
would  face  a  relatively  modest  net  Increase  in  cost  of  about 
$1.5  million  a  year  over  the  present  system;  most  of  the  present 
local  share  of  veterans'  assistance  would  be  shifted  to  the 
federal  government.   This  arrangement  represents  an  equitable 
means  of  achieving  state-federal  sharing  of  veterans'  welfare 
benefits . 

The  implications  of  this  proposal  for  Boston  and  other 
localities  would  bring  an  end  to  direct  local  expenditures  for 
veterans'  benefits.   The  cost  estimates  in  the  accompanying  table 
are  based  on  figures  provided  by  staff  of  the  Executive  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Human  Services.   These  figures  incorporate 
assumptions  about  the  distribution  of  veterans  into  existing 
state  and  federal  categorical  welfare  programs.   In  addition,  the 
cost  estimates  allow  for  maintaining  existing  levels  of  benefits 
^^  and  services  to  veterans.  Increased  administrative  allotments 

for  the  offices  handling^>  larger  case  loads,  and  the  establishment 
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of  a  new  Office  for  Veterans.   The  estimates  In  the  table  are  also 
based  on  the  assumption  that  municipal  expenditures  for  veterans' 
services  other  than  those  covering  direct  benefits  to  recipients 
will  remain  the  same.   For  Boston,  this  amounts  to  about  $500,000. 

TABLE  II-7 

1970  EXPENDITURES  FOR  VETERANS'  SERVICES  AND  ESTIMATED  COSTS 
OF  STATE  ASSUMPTION  OF  VETERANS ' SERVICES 

Expenditures  of  City  of  Boston,  1970  $  7,524,537 

Expenditures  of  City  of  Boston  for  Direct  Benefits,  1970       6,939,033 

Direct  Income,  Department  of  Veterans'  Services, 

City  of  Boston,  1970  (85,08l) 

State  Reimbursements  to  City  of  Boston  for 

Direct  Benefits,  1970  (3,802,524) 

Net  Expenditures,  City  of  Boston,  1970  $  3,636,932 

State  Reimbursements  to  Cities  and  Towns  other  than 

Boston  for  Veterans'  Benefits,  1970  ,      ^-.j  oc--,  yyc 

Estlmated  Net  Expenditures  by  Cities  and  Towns  other  than 

Boston  for  Veterans'  Benefits,  1970  13,017,000» 

Total  Net  Local  Expenditures  for  Veterans'  Benefits,  1970    $16,654,000 

Cost  to  State  of  100^  Financing  of  Veterans'  Programs 

and  Benefits  by  State  and  Federal  Governments  $33,309,000 

Estimated  Net  Increase  in  State  Costs  Attributable  to 
Transfer  of  Veterans'  Programs  to  State  and 
Federal  Categorical  Programs  1,500,000 

Total  Estimated  Cost  to  State  of  Proposed  Change  $18,200,000 


*This  is  an  estimate  derived  from  the  state  reimbursement  figures. 

Sources:  Annual  Report  of  Commissioner  of  Veterans'  Services  1970-71 
P.P.  68;  Boston  Program  Budget  1972. 


W  G.   HEALTH  AND  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Public  Health-Hospital  Service  Patterns:  An  Overview 

The  state-local  pattern  for  the  allocation  of  responsibilities 
in  public  health  and  public  medical  care  facilities  in  Massachusetts 
and  the  arrangement  for  financing  these  services  in  this  state  have 
remained  substantially  unchanged  during  the  century  since  the  establish- 
ment of  the  State  Department  of  Public  Health  (I869).   Cities  and  towns 
in  Massachusetts,  many  of  which  have  local  boards  of  health  ante-dating 
the  state  health  agency  by  a  half-century  (Boston' s  health  department 
goes  back  to  1799),  continue  to  serve  as  the  primary  jurisdiction  for 
providing  varying  bundles  of  services  aimed  at  preventing  and  con- 
trolling disease,  prolonging  life  and  improving  environmental  and 
health  conditions  in  their  communities.   For  the  most  part,  partic- 
ularly in  preventive  and  treatment  services  designed  for  individuals 
and  the  family,  as  contrasted  with  programs  for  upgrading  the  envi- 
ronment, public  health  and  medical  care  activities  provided  by 
state  and  local  governments  have  been  directed  mainly  at  those 
financially  unable  to  care  for  themselves.   This  emphasis  on  serving 
the  personal  health  needs  of  the  poor  and  the  disadvantaged  and  on 
meeting  the  environmental  health  needs  of  the  total  community  char- 
acterizes the  client  groups  of  both  state  and  municipal  programs. 

The  state's  role  and  program  in  public  health  and  mental  health, 
and  to  a  lesser  extent  the  nature  and  scope  of  municipal  health 
activities,  have  generally  reflected  major  trends  in  disease  patterns, 
social  concerns  and  values,  advances  in  medical  knowledge  and  medical 
technology  which  have  taken  place  during  the  past  several  decades. 
Forces  and  changes  which  are  having  deep  impact  on  both  state  and 
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municipal  health  policies  and  programs  include:   rising  concern  for 
spiraling  costs,  especially  those  for  in-patient  and  institutionally- 
based  services;  maldistribution  of  health  services  and  resources 
which  leaves  major  gaps  and  pockets  of  unserved  communities,  neigh- 
borhoods and  population  groups;  shifting  emphasis  from  in-patient 
care  to  comprehensive  primary  care  and  preventative  approaches; 
experimentation  with  alternative  arrangements  for  delivery  of 
primary  care  and  in-patient  care;  the  increasing  role  of  the  con- 
sumer in  the  governance  of  health  delivery  systems  and  mechanisms; 
major  threats  to  the  integrity  of  the  environment  resulting  from 
drastically-changing  consumption  attitudes  and  behavior  and  relative 
neglect  of  environmental  protection  and  conservation  measures;  in- 
creases in  longevity  and  the  implications  thereof  for  chronic 
diseases  and  degenerative  disorders  affecting  a  growing  proportion 
of  the  population. 
Roles  of  State  Agencies 

Public  health  and  medical  care  programs  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  —  conducted  mainly  through  its  Department  of  Public 
Health,  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  and  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  —  have  attempted  to  keep  pace  with  the  explosive  health  and 
medical  trends  of  the  past  quarter-century  as  indicated  by  the  sub- 
stantial increases  in  investment  over  the  past  decade.   This  is 

-  evident  in  the  1970  expenditure  levels  shown  in  Table  II-8. 
For  example,  total  expenditures  of  the  state's  two  major  health 
agencies  and  expenditures  for  medical  services  provided  to  clients 

^f  the  State  Department  of  Public  Welfare  totalled  about  $450  million 
in  1970.   The  State  Department  of  Public  Health  spent  $49-3  million 
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f  for  operating  purposes  during  the  1970  fiscal  year  from  both  state 
and  federal  sources  of  funding.  State  funds  Increased  by  $23.3 
million  or  127  percent  over  196O.  About  two-thirds  of  the  depart- 
ment's expenditures  are  allocated  to  operating  requirements  of  its 
seven  institutions.  In  1970  operating  expenditures  of  these  facil- 
ities exceeded  receipts  from  patient  fees  and  other  income  by  over 
$14  million. 

Expenditures  of  the  State  Department  of  Mental  Health  for  1970 
from  all  sources  amounted  to  $135-9  million.   Expenditures  from 
state  funds  for  this  department  increased  by  $75 • ^  million,  or  a 
similar  127  percent  during  the  I96O-7O  period. 

The  bulk  of  expenditures  by  the  State  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  shown  in  Table  II-8  is  for  the  federally-assisted  Medicaid 
program  shared  on  a  55-^5  percentage  basis  by  the  state  and  federal 
governments.   Total  expenditures  for  Medicaid  in  Massachusetts  now 
exceed  $400  million  a  year. 

In  Massachusetts  all  public  mental  health  services  are  inte- 
grated within  the  State  Department  of  Mental  Health.   Mental  health 
services  are  provided  through  a  decentralized  administrative  system 
of  seven  regions.  Including  state-operated  mental  health  centers 
and  state  hospitals,  and  through  contractual  arrangements  with 
private  and  public  agencies.   Thus,  the  mental  health  function  has 
long  been  consolidated  within  a  single  state  agency  and  financed 
entirely  out  of  state  funds.   Municipal  health  and  hospital  agencies 
may  deliver  mental  health  services  under  contract  with  the  state, 
^but  all  funds  for  mental  health  services  come  from  state  funds, 
federal  grants,  or  patient  fees. 
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'  The  State  Department  of  Public  Health,  in  addition  to  its  key 

leadership  role  in  public  health  (a  role  which  includes  serving  as 
the  major  channel  for  federally-assisted  categorical  grant  programs) 
finances  and  monitors  health  programs  carried  out  by  other  public 
and  private  agencies;  provides  a  variety  of  direct  services  to'' 
discrete  areas  or  client  groups  throughout  the  state;  carries  out 
responsibilities  in  standard  setting,  inspection,  licensing  and 
regulation  of  health  facilities;  has  exclusive  responsibilities  in 
environmental  health  and  protection  of  the  consumer  against  health 
hazards;  and  extends  general  assistance,  consultation  and  backup  to 
municipal  health  departments,  boards  of  health  and  other  health 
delivery  agencies.   One  of  the  critical  current  conflicts  is  the 
growing  complaints  of  local  health  departments  and  boards  of  health  • 
that  the  state's  supportive  and  technical  assistance  services  are 
inadequate  to  meet  the  needs  of  cities  and  towns. 
Roles  of  County  Agencies 

There  are  still  remnants  of  a  once  viable  county  tuberculosis 
institution  system  in  Massachusetts,  which  reached  its  peak  during 
the  height  of  concern  over  this  disease  during  the  1910-19^0  period. 
Of  the  nine  counties  which  operated  such  facilities,  only  six 
(Barnstable,  Hampshire,  Middlesex,  Norfolk,  Plymouth  and  Worcester) 
are  currently  in  operation.   Barnstable  County  has  converted  its 

■  institution  to  a  general  hospital  in  support  of  a  county  health  de- 
partment established  under  a  special  act  of  1926  to  serve  communities 
of  this  county.   The  other  five  counties  took  advantage  of  I96I 

jPleglslation  authorizing  transformation  of  their  dwindling  institu- 
tions into  chronic  disease  facilities  while  retaining  a  proportion 
of  beds  for  TB  purposes.   All  county  institutions  are  financed  by  a 
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combination of  patient  charges  and  assessments  levied  on  cities  and 
towns  In  such  counties  to  make  up  the  difference  between  expenses 
and  available  receipts.   In  1970  the  Barnstable  County  Hospital 
financed  all  of  Its  requirements  from  hospital  sources  of  Income. 
The  others  Incurred  deficits  made  up  by  assessments,  as  Indicated  In 
Table  II-9. 

County  hospital  assessments  are  financed  from  locally-raised 
property  taxes.  'As  the  treatment  of  tuberculosis  has  shifted  from 
an  In  pai^lent  to  an  out-patient  approach,  there  has  been  a  steady 
decline  In  assessments  for  county  hospital  purposes.   By  1970, 
assessments  had  decreased  to  $3.8  million. 
Roles  of  Municipal  Agencies 

Cities  and  towns  In  Massachusetts  expended  $106.9  million  for 
health  and  hospital  services  in  1970,  the  details  of  which  are 
shown  in  Table  11-10.   Excluded  from  this  total  are  county  assess- 
ments on  cities  and  towns  for  county  hospitals  and  relatively  minor 
expenditures  from  federal  grants  for  health  and  hospital  purposes. 
Over  75  percent  of  the  total  is  attributable  to  the  expenditures 
of  17  munlclpally-owned  hospitals  (10  general  and  7  chronic  disease) 
located  in  10  cities  and  4  towns  of  the  state.   The  remaining 


County 

Hampshire 
Middlesex 
Norfolk 
Plymouth 
I  Worcester 


TABLE  II-9 

COUNTY  HOSPITAL  MAINTENANCE  ASSESSMENTS,  1970 

Maintenance  Assessment 

$   23,843 

1,802,283 

466,270 

650,423 

810,695 


Source:   Comm.  of  Mass.,  Bureau  of  Accounts,  Annual  Report  on 
the  Statistics  of  County  Finances  for  the  Year  Ending 
December  31,  1970  (Pub.  Doc.  No.  29),  Table  No.  10. 
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rproportion  —  about  $24  million  —  Is  for  services  rendered  by  local 
health  departments  and  local  boards  of  health  for  health  clinics 
(well  child,  immunization,  dental,  etc.)j  other  personal  health 
services,  and  environmental  health  services  (animal  inspection, 
plumbing  inspection,  nuisance  control,  etc.). 

The  relatively  small  and  steadily-declining  number  of  munici- 
pally-operated hospitals  indicates  that  most  in-patient  hospital 
services  in  Massachusetts  are  provided  by  voluntary  and  proprietary 
hospitals  rather  than  municipal  institutions.   The  10  cities  which 
still  operate  hospitals  are  those  having  long  and  proud  traditions 
with  such  facilities,  many  of  which  competed  effectively  in  the 
past  with  hospital  institutions  under  private  sponsorship.   In  re- 
cent years,  however,  a  combination  of  escalating  costs,  aging 
facilities,  a  contracting  service  radius,  professional  staff  short- 
ages and  declining  patient  loads  resulting  from  widening  patient 
choices  for  low  income  people  under  publicly-aided  medical  programs 
have  cut  deeply  into  the  viability  of  both  general  and  chronic 
disease  hospitals  operated  by  cities  and  towns. 

For  example,  the  City  of  Lawrence  is  under  state  orders  to 
close  its  Burke  Memorial  Hospital  used  mainly  for  elderly,  chronic 
disease  patients,  because  of  failure  to  meet  state  standards, 
reluctance  of  the  state  to  issue  the  certificate  of  need  for  making 

. physical  renovations  and  declining  patient  load  and  staffing 
difficulties . 

Of  the  17  municipal  hospitals,  11  Incurred  operating  deficits 

fcn  1970  and  most  of  them  have  been  plagued  by  chronic  deficits 
despite  remarkable  and  steady   Improvement  in  hospital  receipts 
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Pdurlng  recent  years  from  third-party  payments.   Municipal  institutions 
with  deficits  in  1970  included  the  3  hospitals  in  Boston,  2  in 
Cambridge,  and  the  hospitals  in  Danvers,  Fall  River,  Haverhill, 
Lawrence,  Salem  and  Worcester.   Their  total  operating  deficits  in 
1970  exceeded  $11  million,  of  which  about  $8  million  was  attributable 
to  the  in-patient  services  of  the  municipal  hospitals  in  Boston 
and  $1.3  million  to  the  hospitals  in  Cam.bridge. 

It  should  be" pointed  out,  however,  that  even  in  Boston  and 
Cambridge,  the  municipal  hospitals  in  1970  and  subsequent  years 
have  been  covering  75-80  percent  of  institutional  expenses  from 
hospital  receipts.   In  fact,  to  keep  the  gap  between  hospital 
receipts  and  expenditures  from  widening.  City  officials  in  Boston 
took  drastic  budgetary  action  in  1973,  including  a  major  reduction 
in  the  number  of  in-patient  beds  and  commensurate  reductions  in 
related  services. 

The  remaining  hospitals  —  all  general,  except  for  Springfield — 
either  broke  even  or  experienced  varying  operating  surpluses  in 
1970.   By  and  large  municipal  institutions  which  operate  in  the 
black  have  many  of  the  characteristics  of  a  community-wide,  broadly- 
based  and  supported  non-profit  facility.   With  the  steady  growth  of 
third-party  payments  (particularly  those  provided  under  Medicare  and 
Medicaid),  they  have  been  able  to  achieve  healthy  levels  of  self- 
support  and  have  not  become  additional  burdens  to  local  taxpayers. 

In  addition  to  the  operating  deficits  totalling  some  $11  million 
for  municipal  hospitals,  net  expenditures  for  all  other  municipal 
I  ^alth  services  (receipts  from  clinic  fees,  health  license  and  per- 
mit fees,  etc.  were  deducted  from  gross  expenditures)  amounted  to 
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^  another  $l6  million.   Of  this  total,  about  $5.8  million  was  spent 
by  the  312  towns  In  the  state;  the  remaining  $10.2  million  by  the 
39  cities  in  the  state,  almost  one-third  of  which  was  spent  by 
the  City  of  Boston. 

As  shown  in  Table  11-10  the  school  departments  of  the  state 
also  incur  significantly  large  expenditures  for  health  services, 
mainly  for  school  physician  and  nursing  services.   In  a  few  cases, 
e.g.,  the  town  of  Brookline,  expenditures  for  the  local  health 
department  Include  the  cost  of  providing  health  services  to  the 
public  schools,  since  all  health  services  have  been  consolidated 
under  municipal  auspices.   By  and  large,  however,  school  departments 
maintain  their  own  health  service  programs,  the  total  cost  of  which 
was  estimated  at  $6.7  million  in  1970.   Since  general  school  aid 
distributed  to  cities  and  towns  by  the  Commonwealth  is  applied  to 
all  school  expenditures,  including  expenditures  for  health  services, 
a  reduction  by  30  percent  in  this  total  (representing  an  average  for 
school  aid)  brings  the  overall  figure  down  to  $4.7  million.   About 
$3.9  million  of  this  net  total  was  spent  by  all  school  departments 
excluding  Boston  and  a  net  amount  of  $821,000  by  the  Boston  School 
Department . 

Municipal  Disparities 

Excluding  the  costs  of  municipal  hospitals,  the  average  per 
capita  expenditure  by  all  municipalities  in  the  state  for  health 
and  hospitals  is  about  $3.   However,  expenditure  levels  range  widely 
Jp'rom  almost  nothing  In  small  towns,  which  depend  largely  on  services 
provided  by  district  offices  of  the  State  Department  of  Public  Health 
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"and  on  private  health  services,  to  municipal  commitments  reaching 
$5-$8  per  capita  in  the  larger  cities  and  the  more  affluent 
communities  of  the  Boston  metropolitan  area.   There  are  only  20 
health  departments  as  distinct  from  boards  of  health  in  the  state, 
which  serve  about  one-third  of  the  state's  population;  only  10 'of 
them  have  full-time  physicians  on  their  staffs.   There  are  probably 
under  2,000  persons  (in  full-time  equivalents)  employed  by  local 
health  departments  and  local  boards  of  health.   Wide  differences 
of  response  to  local  health  responsibilities  and  programs  reflect 
wide  differences  in  public  health  traditions,  wide  differences  in 
concentrations  of  low  income  and  elderly  populations  (who  represent 
high  priorities  for  public  health  services),  and  wide  differences 
in  financial  capacity  from  which  to  draw  resources  for  public  health 
expenditures . 
State  Leadership  and  Financial  Assistance 

State  initiatives  to  bolster  local  public  health  programs  have 
been  weak  and  spasmodic.   State  laws,  and  regulations  provide  only 
broad  guidelines  for  cities  and  towns  to  follow  in  carrying  out 
public  health  responsibilities.   Except  for  small  categorical-type 
state  grants  for  discrete  health  activities,  state  financial  assist- 
ance is  not  generally  available  to  help_  and  encourage  local  health 
departments  and  boards  of  health.   In  the  1972  fiscal  year,  state 
reimbursements  for  health  services  amounted  to  less  than  $100,000. 
Although  municipal  health  and  and  hospital  institutions  serve  as 
delivery  agencies  under  state-supervised,  federally-assisted 
Activities  (maternity  and  Infant  care,  children  and  youth,  crippled 
children  services,  cancer  control,  chronically  ill  and  aged  services. 
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^eart  disease  control,  venereal  disease  control,  TB  control,  etc.), 
there  are  no  basic  state  aid  programs  to  strengthen  and  provide  in- 
centives to  local  health  and  hospital  services.   The  last  major 
effort  to  initiate  financial  assistance  came  in  19^8  with  the  report 
of  a  Special  Commission  which  concluded  that  Massachusetts  lagged 
behind  miany  other  sections  of  the  country  in  providing  local  health 
services,  especially  in  the  state's  small  communities.   Not  only  did 
the  Special  Commission  recommend  a  regular  state  subsidy  to  assist 
local  health  departments  in  achieving  minimum  standards  of  performance 
and  personnel,  but  it  proposed  incentives  to  encourage  cities  and 
towns  to  enter  into  union  health  districts.   Legislation  subsequently 
enacted  authorized  the  establishment  of  union  health  departments  but 
omitted  any  references  to  financial  assistance.   The  prevailing 
sentiments  of  local  autonomy  mitigated  against  passage  of  legislation 

which  tied  financial  assistance  to  minimum  standards.   Only  one  union 
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health  district  has  emerged  from  this  legislation. 

Not  until  1961  did  the  Legislature  implement  a  version  of  the 

19^8  Special  Commission's  specific  recommendation  to  reorganize  and 

consolidate  responsibilities  for  tuberculosis  control  by  using  a  state 

subsidy  device.   Under  this  legislation,  counties  and  certain  cities 

were  relieved  of  statutory  responsibilities  to  operate  tuberculosis 

sanatoria  and  all  responsibility  for  the  care  of  TB  patients  was 

transferred  to  the  State  Department  of  Public  Health.   Counties  and 

cities  were  authorized  to  close  their  sanatoria  or  to  convert  them 

into  chronic  disease  hospitals  or  homes  for  the  aged.   The  state 

'mbsidy  for  the  costs  of  treating  TB  patients  was  increased  from  $5 

per  week  to  half  the  per  diem  costs  of  care  for  permanent  residents. 
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P  the  state  assuming  the  full  costs  of  all  non-resident  persons.   The 
State  Department  of  Public  Health  has  entered  into  contractual  arrange- 
ments with  the  TB  sanatorium  in  Boston  and  institutions  maintained  by 
several  counties  to  provide  care  under  these  jointly-financed  arrange- 
ments. 

The  major  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  preceding  discussion 
is  that  public  health  and  medical  care  facilities  represent  a  non- 
system  of  state-local  health  services.   The  original  rationale  for 
complete  local  autonomy  and  local  financing  has  proved  to  be  dys- 
functional.  There  are  wide  gaps  in  local  service,  extreme  variations 
in  scope  and  quality  of  service  and  a  general  atmosphere  of  apathy 
in  most  municipalities,  with  the  exception  of  a  handful  of  cities  and 
towns  with  solid  local  commitments  and  deep  traditions  of  public  health 
services . 

Although  the  temptation  is  strong  to  recommend  the  complete  trans- 
fer of  both  the  administration  and  financing  of  local  health  and 
hospital  services  to  the  state,  using  the  same  arguments  which  prompted 
the  Legislature  to  eliminate  welfare  as  a  local  function,  a  preferable 
strategy  would  be  to  shift  only  the  net  costs  of  public  health  and 
hospital  services  to  the  Commonwealth  while  retaining  local  admini- 
stration.  This  alternative  to  complete  consolidation  under  state 
jurisdiction  is  recommended  because  the  state  is  not  conceptually, 
administratively  or  operationally  prepared  to  absorb  the  local  health 
and  hospitals  function,  and  to  blend  it  into  ideal  social  service 
mechanisms — decentralized  interdisciplinary  centers  meeting  compre- 
hensive human  resource  needs  throughout  the  state.   Moreover,  several 
of  the  hospitals  (mainly  the  chronic  disease  institutions  in  cities) 
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"  which  had  their  origins  in  publicly-financed  poor  farms  are  in  serious 
states  of  flux  and  their  continuing  viability  remains  in  doubt.   Before 
the  state  assumes  the  net  cost  of  such  institutions,  the  decision  as 
to  their  retention  as  permanent  facilities  must  be  resolved. 

Among  the  major  arguments  which  support  state  financing  for 
municipal  health  and  hospital  services  are  those  bearing  on  benefits 
and  costs.   The  benefits  of  many  health  services,  particularly  those 
directed  at  individual  and  family  care,  are  not  consumed  entirely  by 
residents  of  municipal  jurisdictions  providing  and  financing  them. 
Outsiders,  mainly  those  of  low  income,  are  likely  to  be  attracted  to 
municipalities  with  high  quality  and  readily  accessible  municipal 
health  and  hospital  facilities.   Alternatively,  where  municipalities 
fail  to  provide  such  adequate  service,  the  social  costs  of  this  ne- 
glect spill  over  into  those  cities  and  towns  which  do.   Moreover, 
municipalities  such  as  Boston  and  Cambridge,  which  operate  fully- 
developed  medical  care  facilities,  include  within  their  scope  of 
services  activities  such  as  nurses  training  programs  and  similar 
programs  which  may  ultimately  accrue  to  the  benefit  of  hospitals  in 
other  jurisdictions.   Experience  indicates,  for  example,  that  a 
majority  of  nurses  trained  at  the  Boston  City  Hospital  continue  at 
the  hospital  for  only  two  or  three  years  following  their  City- 
financed  training. 

Hospital  deficits  incurred  by  state,  county  and  municipal 
institutions  are  attributable  mainly  to  their  responsibility  for 
'  population  without  medical  insurance  protection  or  with  inadequate 
■mhlrd-party  medical  coverage  and  with  Income  which  is  higher  than 
■  the  eligibility  limits  of  publicly-subsidized  programs.   The  deficits 
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"of  state  hospitals  are  financed  by  the  state  as  a  whole,  however, 
while  the  deficits  of  municipal  hospitals  represent  charges  against 
local  property  taxes. 

To  the  extent  that  some  municipalities  inadequately  support 
programs  for  communicable  disease  control,  these  deficiencies  ' 
threaten  the  well-being  of  communities  making  the  required  effort . 
Although  the  State  Department  of  Public  Health  plays  a  major  role  in 
environmental  health  services,  the  laws  give  local  boards  of  health 
significant  responsibilities  in  this  functional  area  and  service 
deficiencies  can  spill  over  into  adjoining  communities. 

Transfer  of  the  net  costs  of  municipal,  school  and  county  health 
and  hospital  services  to  the  state  has  been  estimated  at  $35-5  million, 
It  cannot  be  concluded  with  any  certainty  that  this  shift  of  responsi- 
bility to  the  state  would  not  eventually  generate  higher  costs  for 
the  Commonwealth.   Surely,  improvements  in  service  levels  to 
achieve  a  uniform  higher  standard  would  Increase  total  costs.   But  if 
national  health  service  legislation  is  enacted,  this  dramatic  step 
could  conceivably  eliminate  operating  deficits  for  municipal  and 
county  hospitals.   Such  legislation,  moreover,  would  provide  federal 
financing  for  out-patient  services,  primary  care,  and  preventative 
services,  personal  health  services  now  financed  entirely  from  munici- 
pal and  state  revenues.   As  for  environmental  health  control,  much  of 
this  responsibility  has  gradually  been  reallocated  to  regional  and 
state  agencies.   Once  the  financing  of  such  activities  has  been  trans- 
ferred to  the  state,  a  serious  review  of  municipal  environmental 
.Control  responsibilities  will  be  warranted.   If  jurisdictional  changes 
follow  from  such  study,  subsequent  reorganization  could  conceivably 
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W  reduce  the  present  level  of  expenses  for  this  segment  of  public  health. 
Thus,  this  report  assumes  that  if  the  state  takes  over  financial  re- 
sponsibility for  municipal,  school  and  county  health  and  hospital 
services,  the  1970  level  of  expenditures  updated  to  account  for  cost- 
of-living  changes  is  a  reasonable  estimate  of  the  state's  obligation. 

H.   REGIONAL  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

Many  parks  and  recreational  facilities  are  operated  and  maintained 
in  Boston  and  surrounding  cities  and  towns  by  the  Metropolitan  District 
Commission  on  behalf  of  the  37  municipalities  constituting  the  Metropol- 
itan Parks  District.   Principal  and  interest  payments  on  bonds  issued 
to  finance  capital  expenditures  of  the  District  as  well  as  39  percent 
of  the  maintenance  and  operating  expenditures  of  the  District  are 
assessed  back  on  the  37  member  cities  and  towns  under  a  combined 
formula  of  population  and  equalized  valuations.   Types  of  MDC  recreation 
and  park  facilities  which  are  located  either  in  Boston  or  within  five 
miles  of  Boston's  city  limits  include  playgrounds  (38),  athletic  fields 
(28),  skating  rinks  (27),  swimming  pools  (15),  boating  areas  (l6), 
fishing  areas  (l6),  picnic  areas  (l8),  beaches  (15),  and  a  variety 
of  other  facilities  and  parks. 

The  historical  perspective  on  the  MDC  included  in  the  Boston 
Urban  Observatory  report.  Impact  of  the  State-Local  Tax  Services  Mix 
on  Municipal  Finances  in  the  Boston  Metropolitan  Area:   A  Preliminary 
Evaluation,  pointed  out  that  the  "MDC  and  its  Parks  Division  are 

creatures  of  the  state  government,  completely  dependent  upon  final 
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decisions  of  the  Governor  and  legislature."     This  arrangement,  for 

'Example,  has  encouraged  State  legislators  to  exercise  control  over 

the  location  of  facilities  at  the  expense  of  sound  regional  planning. 


-85- 


P  More  recently,  the  MDC  has  been  cooperating  with  the  Metropolitan 
Area  Planning  Council  and  the  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
in  moving  toward  its  goal  of  providing  more  effective  regional  ser- 
vices. 

Experience  of  more  than  three-quarters  of  a  century  with  the 
political-financial  arrangement  for  regional  park  and  recreation 
services  in  metropolitan  Boston  brings  into  question  the  policy  of 
state  assessments  on  cities  and  towns  to  finance  such  services, 
especially  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  MDC  is  primarily  under  state 
Influence  and  control.   In  this  case,  cities  and  towns  are  being 
assessed  for  services  when  all  basic  decisions  governing  service 
policies  are  made  by  state  rather  than  local  officials.   Moreover,  it 
Is  not  clear  whether  the  distribution  of  benefits  among  the  towns  and 
cities  of  the  Metropolitan  Parks  District  is  commensurate  with  assess- 
ment proportions.   In  addition,  the  argument  that  the  localities  should 
share  in  the  financing  of  services  in  order  to  benefit  from  the  econo- 
mies of  scale  Inherent  in  regional  operations  (as  in  solid  waste 
disposal  and  treatment)  does  not  apply  to  regional  land  use. 

The  concept  of  regional  and  statewide  land  use  and  planning 
supports  the  concept  of  a  higher-level  of  government  making  the  service 
and  development  decisions,  and  also  supports  the  concept  of  such 
higher-level  government  financing  the  operation. 

In  his  budget  message  to  the  General  Court  of  January,  1971j  the 
Governor  proposed  that  MDC  assessments  levied  on  members  of  the 
Metropolitan  Parks  District  and  state  assessments  on  all  other  municl- 
fcpalities  which  support  the  so-called  State  Recreation  Areas  Fund  be 
terminated.   He  suggested  that  the  Commonwealth  assume  the  costs  of 
regional  park  and  recreation  services  covered  by  such  assessments. 
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^      Implementation  of  the  Governor's  recommendation  would  shift 
$17.8  million  in  regional  park  and  recreation  assessments  to  state 
financing.   Of  this  total,  about  $12.6  million  would  be  lifted  from 
member  municipalities  of  the  Metropolitan  Parks  District,  including 
$4,155,000  from  the  City  of  Boston.   The  remaining  $5-2  million 
represents  assessments  Imposed  in  1970  upon  cities  and  towns  outside 
the  Metropolitan  Parks  District  and  responsible  for  sharing  in  the 
annual  requirements  of  the  State  Recreation  Areas  Fund. 

I.   VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION 

Introduction 

Like  all  primary  and  secondary  education  in  Massachusetts, 
vocational  education  is  a  locally-administered  service,  except  where 
governed  by  regional  school  districts.   However,  the  state  financial 
assistance  provisions  for  vocational  education  differ  from  those  for 
other  public  education  in  providing  for  50  percent  reimbursement  for 
all  "approved"  vocational  expenditures.   There  is  a  noticeable 
diversity  across  the  state  in  the  quality  and  scope  of  vocational  educa- 
tion available  to  local  students,  a  wide  range  of  service  which  may 
be  caused  much  more  by  disparities  in  revenues  available  locally  than 
by  differences  in  tastes  for  vocational  education.   The  matching  for- 
mula is  not  "equalizing"  as  is  the  matching  for  other  educational 
expenditures,  and  hence  does  nothing  to  offset  this  fiscal  constraint. 
Supporting  Arguments  for  State  Financing 

There  are  several  arguments  that  may  be  used  for  shifting  all  of 
M:he  financing  of  vocational  education  from  the  city  or  town  to  the 
state.   First,  of  course,  is  the  usual  spillover  justification:   a 
community  pays  for  the  education  of  its  young  residents  who  may  then 
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W    move  to  another  area,  so  that  the  town  or  city  which  makes  this  invest- 
ment in  human  resource  development  gets  no  return  and  feels  justified 
in  being  prudent  about  educational  investment.   This  effect  is  particu- 
larly visible  for  specific  job  training  aspects  of  vocational  education 
programs  which  prepare  students  for  jobs  not  available  in  the  munici- 
pality supporting  them.   Those  receiving  the  training  and  residents 
and  businesses  elsewhere  in  the  state  where  the  trainee  goes  to  work 
receive  the  benefits.   State  financing  can  overcome  any  tendency  to 
underinvest  because  of  a  cost-benefit  concern. 

Vocational  education  is  also  characterized  by  greater  economies 
of  scale  than  general  primary  and  secondary  education.   Because  not 
all  students  take  vocational  courses,  and  the  training  requires  a  more 
specialized  physical  plant  than  that  for  general  schooling,  a  larger 
region  is  required  to  provide  enough  students  to  make  full  use  of  the 
physical  plant,  equipment  and  special  instructional  staff.   Complete 
state  financing  as  contrasted  with  the  current  bonuses  for  construct- 
ing and  operating  areawide  schools  (of  all  types,  including  vocational) 
could  provide  greater  incentive  for  the  planning  and  operation  of 
regional  schools  by  removing  more  of  the  present  handicap  of  inter- 
local fiscal  disparities. 

In  addition  (as  pointed  up  by  recent  court  decisions  beginning 
with  Serrano  v.  Priest  in  1972  in  California),  "the  accident  of  the 

residence  of  a  child  or  youth  should  not  prevent  him  from  receiving 
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clearly  defined  minimum  education  opportunities  and  services." 

The  available  options  and  quality  of  vocational  as  well  as  other 
P%educational  offerings  should  not  depend  on  the  viability  of  the  property 
tax  base  of  the  city  or  town.   Relying  on  local  financial  resources 
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"  for  support  has  a  particularly  perverse  effect  on  vocational  education 
because  children  of  higher  Income  parents  (who  tend  to  congregate  in 
separate  tax  jurisdictions)  usually  prepare  for  jobs  through  higher 
education,  whereas  those  of  lower  income  rely  on  the  public  secondary 
educational  system  to  give  them  marketable  skills;  yet  low  income 
cities  and  towns  are  less  able  to  finance  the  specialized  vocational 
education  activities  which  can  equip  students  with  relevant  job  train- 
ing. 

A  final  argument  can  be  made  on  entirely  administrative  grounds, 
given  the  present  laws  regarding  educational  aid  from  the  state  of 
Massachusetts:   state  financial  takeover  of  vocational  education,  by 
eliminating  the  fiscal  disparities  issue,  could  be  a  key  step  in  the 
regionalization  of  Boston's  (and  other  areas')  vocational  schools. 
The  formation  of  a  regional  school  district  brings  to  all  member  cities 
and  towns  a  15  percent  Increase  in  Chapter  70  school  aid  (which  applies 
to  non-vocational  school  expenditures  as  well).   For  Boston, 
regionalization  of  vocational  schools  would  generate  a  $6  million 
Increase  in  state  assistance  for  school  purposes. 

Special  post-secondary  vocational  programs  pose  a  special  prob- 
lem for  Boston.  The  Boston  Vocational  Technical  Institute  has  bee.n  - 
closed.      The  Boston  Business  School  still  serves  an  important  job 
preparation  function  for  Boston  residents  and  tuition-paying  non- 
residents in  office  skills  (secretarial,  bookkeeping,  accounting). 
However,  similar  course  offerings  are  available  in  Boston  area 
community  colleges  (Roxbury,  Massachusetts  Bay,  Charlestown, 

Middlesex,  and  North  Shore),  which  are  entirely  state-financed, 
although  such  courses  are  generally  part  of  Associate  Degree  programs. 
It  is  suggested  that  the  Boston  Business  School  be  terminated  and  its 
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ft  "approved"  expenditures  of  regional  vocational  schools  to  yield  a 

state  estimate  of  $21,288,000  for  the  total  additional  cost  expected 

to  result  from  changes  In  service  levels  when  the  state  assumes  100 

percent  financing. 

TABLE  11-11  /  ,  • 

EXPENDITURES  FOR  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION,  1970  AND  ESTIMATED 
EXPENDITURES  RESULTING  FROM  STATE  ASSUMPTION  OF 

FINANCING 

Boston 

A.  Boston  Business  School  -  Expenditures 

net  of  tuition  received  from  patrons  $   484,063 

B.  Boston  Vocational  Technlcalplnstltute 

Expenditures  net  of  tuition  164,177 

C.  Boston  Trade  ^igh  School  Expenditures^      $1,365,050 
Direct  Income   and  tuition  (695,672) 

Net  Expenditures  669,378 

D.  Trade  High  School  For  Girls 

Expenditures  ^  2  569,545 

Direct  Income   and  tuition  (253,991) 

Net  Expenditures  315,554 

E.  Boston  Evening  Trade  School 

Expenditures  including  administration  52,905 

Direct  income   and  tuition  (15,786) 

Net  Expenditures  37,119 

F.  Apprentice   and   Journeymen  Classes 

Expenditures  153,714 

Tuition  (65,689) 

Net  Expenditures        '  88,025 


Net  Vocational  Education  Expenditures,  City  Of  Boston         $1,758,316 


1.   Closed  as  of  July  1,  1972. 

^':W^.      Tuition  received  from  other  school  districts  in  the  state.   Such 
payments  by  municipalities  are  50  percent  reimbursed  by  the  state. 
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W    3-   Including  administrative  costs  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  average 
daily  membership. 

^.   Direct  Income  includes  state  vocational  education  reimbursement 
(Chapter  7^)  as  well  as  coop  sales  and  the  like. 

Source:   All  figures  derived  from  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Business 
Manager  to  the  School  Committee  of  the  City  of  Boston  for  the 
calendar  year  1970.   School  Document  No.  7-1971. 

Rest  of  State 

Because  the  vocational  expenditures  to  be  shifted  to  the  state 
(as  outlined  in  the  text)  for  the  City  of  Boston  closely  approximate 
50  percent  of  "approved"  reimbursable  vocational  expenditures 
($1,751,232  in  1970),  50  percent  of  the  "approved"  expenditures  for 
all  other  municipalities  in  the  state  are  used  as  an  approximation 
of  the  amount  spent  from  municipal  funds  for  current  vocational 
operating  expenses.   This  figure  is  the  same  as  the  state  (50  percent) 
reimbursement:   $8,886,500. 

J.   REGIONAL  LIBRARY  SERVICES 

Introduction 

The  Library  Department  of  Boston  operates  a  library  network  of 
central  and  branch  facilities  which  provide  general  circulating 
services  and  research  and  reference  services  to  users.   The  state 
extends  financial  support  to  the  Boston  Public  Library  under  three 
separate  programs.   The  first  is  a  direct  per  capita  grant  arrange- 
ment under  which  financial  assistance  goes  to  all  cities  and  towns 
in  the  Commonwealth  with  libraries  that  satisfy  minimum  requirements. 
Under  the  second  aid  program,  also  calculated  on  a  per  capita  basis, 
support  is  granted  to  designated  regional  libraries,  and  the  Boston 
Public  Library  serves  as  the  central  unit  of  the  Eastern  Regional 
Library  System.   The  third  program  provides  financial  support  to  the 
Boston  Public  Library  as  the  library  of  last  recourse  for  the  entire 
'«tate.   Although  the  direct  grant  program  has  no  expenditure  guide- 
lines, the  regional  program  and  the  library  of  last  recourse  program 
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contaln  spending  restrictions. 

Non-Residential  Use  of  Boston  Public  Library  Services 

It  has  been  estimated  by  library  officials  from  periodic  spot- 
checking  of  the  addresses  of  persons  served  by  the  Boston  Public 
Library  that  50  percent  of  the  Library's  general  circulating  services 
and  50  percent  of  its  research  services  represent  use  by  non-city 
residents.   It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  City  of  Boston  residents 
do  benefit  from  the  expanded  services  made  available  through  the 
regional  library  system  program. 

The  above  data  must  be  analyzed  within  the  frame  of  reference 
of  the  goals  of  the  state  support  program.   The  goals  of  the  regional 
library  assistance  program  are  to  strengthen  regional  libraries  by 
developing  new  services  which  become  available  to  the  entire  region, 
and  to  share  present  specialized  resources  on  a  regional  basis.   The 
program  is  not  Intended  to  compensate  the  Boston  Public  Library  for 
its  use  by  the  rest  of  the  state.   However,  non-resident  fees  for  the 
use  of  the  Boston  Public  Library  were  abolished  when  the  regional 
program  was  Instituted.   Therefore,  it  can  be  argued  that  the  regional 
program  does  not  either  in  concept  or  in  magnitude  of  state  assist- 
ance address  the  issue  of  general  and  specialized  library  services 
being  provided  and  financed  by  the  City  of  Boston  for  use  by  the 
metropolitan  area.   For  example,  in  1970  City  appropriations  for  the 
Boston  Public  Library  amounted  to  about  $6  million  and  grants  avail- 
able from  the  two  programs  of  state  assistance  which  recognize  the 
p'egional  and  statewide  characteristics  of  the  library  totalled  about 
$1.5  million. 

Under  a  fair  formula  for  financing  non-resident  services, of  the 
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W     Boston  Public  Library,  state  aid  should  be  Increased  to  50  percent 
of  the  total  expenses  Incurred  by  the  library.   Several  Implications 
of  this  argument  should  be  noted.   First,  it  implies  that  the  general 
and  research  services  of  the  library  can  be  lumped  together  with  the 
regional  programs  to  get  a  single  dollar  amount  representing  the 
total  cost  of  library  service.   This  may  not  be  entirely  equitable 
because  they  represent  two  different  kinds  of  services,  regional 
services  being  specialized  and  earmarked  for  all  users  of  the  region. 
However,  the  aggregate  dollar  cost  is  the  only  feasible  basis  for 
calculating  the  proportionate  estimated  cost  of  non-resident  use. 
Secondly,  the  Boston  Public  Library  is  the  only  municipal  library  in 
the  Commonwealth  which  has  provided  regional  services  as  part  of  its 
overall  operation   long  before  state  assistance  was  available  for 
this  purpose.   Other  designated  regional  libraries  did  not  provide 
regional  library  services  of  any  scale  until  state  aid  permitted 
them  to  make  such  specialized  services  available  to  an  areawide  juris- 
diction.  Therefore,  the  Boston  Public  Library  can  justify  additional 
state  support  which  matches  the  50  percent  use  by  non-residents. 

Although  state  financing  of  50  percent  of  the  expenditures  of  the 
Boston  Public  Library  will  not  likely  generate  any  significant  increases 
in  service  levels,  the  fact  that  the  Boston  Public  Library  opened  a 
major  addition  to  its  central  facility  suggests  that  state  assumption 
of  half  its  expenses  will  cost  the  state  more  than  the  $2,200,000 
estimated  for  1970  as  the  shortfall  in  state  financial  assistance. 
'   By  1973  the  impact  of  the  central  library  addition  had  Increased  City 
I  Appropriations  for  the  Library  Department  to  $7-1  million.   Thus,  if  the 
state  pays  for  50  percent  of  the  expenditures  of  the  Boston  Public 
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^  Library,  as  recommended,  the  additional  cost  to  the  Commonwealth  will 
rise  from  $2,200,000  to  $2,700,000. 

TABLE  II  -  12 

1970  EXPENDITURES  OF  BOSTON  PUBLIC  LIBRARY  AND  ESTIMATED  COSTS 
OF  PROPOSED  REVISIONS  IN  STATE  AID  FOR  REGIONAL  LIBRARY  SERVICES 

Library  Expenditures,  City  of  Boston,  1970 
From  City  Appropriations: 

General  Services  $4,636,468 

Research  Services  1,438,713    $6,075,l8l 

Debt  Service  52,000 

6,127,181 

Less  Departmental  Income  ( 95, 687) 

Net  Expenditures  from  City  of  Boston  Funds  $6,031,494 

State  Aid  Allocations  to  City  of  Boston: 

Direct  Grants  to  Libraries  174,000 

Regional  Library  Program  1,300,000 

Library  of  Last  Recourse  Program  140,000     l,6l4,000* 

Total  Expenditures  and  State  Aid  $7,645,494 

Proposed  State  Aid  Reimbursement  of  50^  of 

Total  Library  Expenditures  3,822,997 

Net  Estimated  Additional  Cost  to  Commonwealth  2,200,000 

Net  Estimated  Addit^Ional  Cost  to  Commonwealth 
Attributable  to  Service  Impact  Assumptions 
(see  text)  2,700,000 


*  State  grants  are  available  for  expenditure  without  municipal 
appropriation  and  represent  funding  sources  in  addition  to  City 
appropriations . 

Sources :   Boston  City  Budget  1973, and  Director  of  Eastern  Regional 
Library  Program. 

K.   AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL 
Jurisdiction  for  Air  Pollution  Control 

^    Air  pollution  control  in  the  City  of  Boston  is  presently  the 
responsibility  of  both  the  city  and  state  governments.   The  city  govern- 
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inent  has  a  municipal  Air  and  Noise  Pollution  Control  Commission 
funded  entirely  from  Its  general  fund.   The  Commonwealth  operates 
six  regional  programs  which  cover  the  entire  state  and  which  are 
designed  to  Implement  the  requirements  of  the  federal  1970  Clean 
Air  Act.   The  state  program  Is  financed  75  percent  by  the  federal 
government  and  25  percent  by  the  state;  the  state's  25  percent 
share  of  each  regional  program  Is  assessed  back  to  member  cities  and 
towns  of  the  regional  districts  on  the  basis  of  valuations  and  popula- 
tion.  At  the  state  level,  the  federal  program  Is  Implemented  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Health,  Office  of  Environmental  Sanitation. 
Rationale  for  State  Financing 

There  are  two  aspects  of  the  recommendation  that  all  of  the 
administration  and  financing  of  air  pollution  control  be  shifted  to 
the  Commonwealth:   the  activities  of  the  City's  own  program  should 
be  assumed  by  the  Metropolitan  Boston  regional  program  of  the  state, 
and  the  local  share  of  this  consolidated  program  should  be  financed 
from  the  state's  general  fund.   Air  pollution  Is  perhaps  a  classic 
Illustration  of  externality,  and  the  arguments  against  local  operation 
of  air  pollution  programs  are  manifest.   A  city  may  have  no  juris- 
dictional control  over  the  major  sources  of  pollution  affecting  its  popula- 
tion, nor  can  it  be  sensitive  to  the  full  costs  and  consequences  im- 
posed on  its  neighbors  of  sources  of  pollution  which  are  within  the 
geographical  boundaries  of  municipal  jurisdictional  control.   Boston 
and  Fitchburg  are  now  the  only  localities  in  Massachusetts  which 
operate  local  pollution  control  programs.   However,  the  Fitchburg 
^program  is  being  discontinued  and  in  1973  will  become  the  responsibility 
of  the  state  regional  control  district  in  which  it  is  located  by  mutual 
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W   administrative  agreement.   Therefore,  Boston  will  be  left  as  the  only 
local  government  in  Massachusetts  with  its  own  pollution  control  pro- 
gram.  The  gradual  disappearance  of  local  responsibility  for  air 
pollution  control  has  been  matched  by  an  increasing  state  and  federal 
involvement.   Added  to  this  trend  in  the  specific  case  of  Boston  is 
the  argument  that  to  some  degree  the  local  program  duplicates  or 
competes  with  the  activities  of  the  state  program,  and  therefore  re- 
presents an  inefficient  use  of  public  resources.   Because  the  state  has 
been  legally  charged  with  implementing  the  federal  statute,  its 
expenditures  are  matched  by  the  federal  government,  while  the  local 
expenditures  are  not.   Therefore,  any  additional  expenditures  Incurred 
by  the  state  after  assuming  total  responsibility  for  Boston's  air 
pollution  control  activities  will  have  the  added  benefit  of  being 
matched  three  for  one  by  federal  dollars,  in  accordance  with  the 
mandated  state-federal  pattern  of  shared  responsibility  for  pollution 
control . 

The  second  aspect  of  the  recommendation  for  shifting  the  admini- 
stration and  financing  of  air  pollution  control  to  the  state  is  that 
the  state-local  share  does  not  have  any  convincing  rationale.    Assess- 
ments have  long  been  a  politically  expedient  way  of  raising  prescribed 
local  shares  of  service  responsibilities  in  Massachusetts  and  have 
been  used  for  other  service  financing,  notably  the  MDC  and  MBTA .   In 
the  discussion  concerning  the  shifting  of  the  financing  of  such 
services  to  the  Commonwealth,  it  is  argued  that  the  program  is  con- 
trolled by  the  state  and  decisions  are  almost  entirely  out  of  local 

^^hands.   The  very  nature  of  these  regional  services  belies  an  argument 
for  local  financing.   This  is  true  In  the  case  of  pollution  assess- 
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^  ments  as  well.   Air  pollution  control  is  a  state  operated  and  con- 
trolled program,  and  yet  local  funds  are  required  for  financing.   One 
cannot  argue  for  assessments  in  this  case  on  the  basis  of  incidence 
of  benefits  or  incidence  of  needs  for  pollution  abatement,  because 
there  is  no  necessary  connection  between  incidence  and  the  relative 
ability  to  pay  as  determined  by  property  valuations.   An  argument  for 
financing  on  the  basis  of  municipal  ability  to  pay  certainly  suggests 
state  taxes  rather  than  local  property  taxes,  which  are  confused  by 
issues  of  Jurisdictional  fiscal  and  wealth  disparities  and  municipal 
overburden  problems. 

Pollution  does  create  benefits  indirectly,  however,  to  the 
degree  that  pollution  is  attributable  to  greater  economic  growth  and 
affluence.   The  benefits,  such  as  greater  Industrial  production  and 
economies  of  contiguous  location,  of  activities  which  cause  pollution 
do  not  necessarily  accrue  to  the  residents  in  whose  jurisdictions 
these  activities  are  located,  but  rather  contribute  to  the  growth  of 
jobs  and  income  of  the  larger  economy.   Therefore,  these  benefits 
would  be  more  effectively  captured  through  statewide  taxes  than 
local  property  taxes. 

The  regional  nature  of  the  problem  both  on  the  program  operation 
side  and  the  incidence  side  suggests  state  operation  and  financing 
as  more  efficient  and  more  equitable  than  the  present  practice. 

While  the  Commonwealth  would  offset  part  of  its  additional  obliga- 
tions for  taking  over  the  cost  of  air  pollution  control  assessments 
and  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Commission  of  the  City  of  Boston  by 
^naking  the  latter' s  activities  eligible  for  federal  assistance,  it  is 
also  likely  that  the  elimination  of  the  overlapping  and  duplicating 
central  city  program  of  air  pollution  will  further  reduce  the 
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Commonwealth' s  Increased  costs 


TABLE  II  -  13 

1970  AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL  EXPENDITURES  IN  MASSACHUSETTS 
AND  ESTIMATED  COST  TO  COMMONWEALTH  OF  ASSESSMENTS  TRANSFER 
AND  PROGRAM  TRANSFER  FROM  CITY  OF  BOSTON  TO  STATE 


City  of  Boston  Expenditures 

Air  Pollution  Control  Commission      $56,624 
Assessment,  for  Boston  Metropolitan 

Air  Pollution  Control  District      29,184        $  85,8o8 

Expenditures  of  All  Other  Municipalities: 
Assessments  for  Metropolitan  Air 

Pollution  Control  Districts  (5) 

Outside  Metropolitan  Boston  80,074 

Assessments  for  Boston  Metropolitan 

Air  Pollution  Control  District, 

Excluding  City  of  Boston  Assessment    98,117         178,191 

Cost  to  Commonwealth  of  Assuming 
Assessment  Expenditures  for  all 
Municipalities  in  the  State  207,375 

Cost  to  Commonwealth  of  Assuming 

Administration/Financing  of  City  of 

Boston  Air  Pollution  Control  Program  14,156* 

Total  Estimated  Cost  to  Commonwealth  $221,531 


*  This  is  the  difference  between  1970  total  expenditures  and 
anticipated  federal  matching  of  75  percent. 


Sources:  Boston  Program  Budget  1972;  Massachusetts  Budget  1973, 
Metropolitan  Boston  Air  Pollution  Control  District  - 
listing  of  assessments,  mimeographed. 
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P    L.   SUMMARY  OF  IMPACT  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  EXPENDITURES  OF  PROPOSED 

SERVICES/FINANCING  SHIFTS 

The  expenditure  consequences  of  the  analysis  In  the  preceding 
sections  on  specific  functions  are  summarized  In  Table  II  -  l4. 
This  table  shows  that  the  total  1970  cost  to  municipalities  of  pro- 
viding the  mix  of  services  which  this  report  recommends  be  shifted 
to  the  state  amounts  to  about  $236,686,000.   Although  the  total  of 
these  costs  would  represent  equivalent  savings  to  local  governments 
of  such  shifts  of  financial  responsibility.  It  should  be  pointed 
out  that  In  many  cases  the  shifts  are  likely  to  result  In  changes 
In  the  levels  of  service.   The  Impacts  of  these  changes  have  been 
discussed  and  costed  out  on  a  1970  base  for  each  function  in 
sections  A-K  of  this  chapter;  they  are  further  adjusted  to  reflect 
additional  changes  expected  through  1973j  and  these  are  summarized  in 
column  4  of  Table  II  -  15.   The  figures  for  Boston  and  other  munici- 
palities shown  in  this  table  (columns  1,  2  and  3)  are  simply  1970 
costs  adjusted  to  expected  costs  for  1973.   The  1973  adjustments  for 
columns  2_  through  _4  were  made  as  follows:   for  certain  services, 
where  explanatory  data  are  readily  available,  actual  Boston  and  other 
municipal  or  state  appropriations  or  assessments  for  1973  have  been 
used;  for  other  services,  the  1970  figures  were  inflated  by  the  1973 
Boston  Consumer  Price  Index,   At  1973  levels,  the  savings  to  cities 
and  towns  amount  to  $280,663,999,  which  represents  about  13  percent 
of  estimated  total  property  tax  levies  for  the  current  year. 
Assuming  that  expected  service  level  changes  occur,  total  state 
.^expenditures  for  shifted  services  would  require  $363,182,000  in 
state  taxes.   The  tax  Incidence  on  Boston  residents  resulting  from 
the  shifts  in  local  property  taxes  to  state  tax  sources  is  examined 
in  Chapter  III. 
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EXPENDITURES  OF  MUNICIPAL 

TO 


SERVICES  RECOMMENDED  FOR  SHIFTING 
STATE,  1970 


Net  Expenditures  for  1970 


Function  and 
Service 


City  of   All  Municipalities       All 
Boston Excluding  Boston Municipal  i ties 


Public  Safety: 

Police  traffic   enforce- 
ment 
Harbor  patrol 
Crime  laboratory 
Police  training 
Arson  investigation. 
Fire  boats 

Sub-total 

Transportation: 

Street  maintenance  and 

related  street  services 
Public  transit 

Sub-total 

Waste  Disposal: 

Solid  waste 
Sewage 

Sub-total 

County  Courts  and  Corrections 

Courts 
.  Corrections 

Sub-total 

Veterans  Assistance 

Health  and  Hospitals: 

Municipal  health  and 

hospital  services 
School . health  services 
County  hospital 
assessments 


$  2,500,000 


213,000 
83,000 
286,000 
146,000 
476,000 

$  3,704,000 


;  3,757,000 
24,940,000 

;28,697,000 


2,051,000 
4,414,000 

6,465,000 


$  7,515,000 
3,086,000 

$10,601,000 

$  3,637,000 


511,869,000 
821,000 


$  4,800,000   $  7,300,000 


213,000 

83,000 

292,000  578,000 

146,000 

476,000 

5,092,000  $  8,796,000 


$12,096,000   $15,853,000 
26,705,000   51,645,000 

$38,801,000  $67,498,000 


$18,857,000  $20,908,000 
11,831,000   16,245,000 

$30,688,000  $37,153,000 


$23,051,000  $30,566,000 

6,811,000  9,897,000 

$29,862,000  $40,463,000 

$12,852,000  $16,489,000 


$15,101,000  $26,970,000 
3,889,000    4,710,000 


3,854,000 


3,854,000 


Sub-total 


$12,690,000 


$22,844,000   $35,534,000 
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'Function  and                 City  of      All  Municipalities        All 
Service Boston Excluding  Boston   Municipalities 


Regional  Parks  and  Recreation  $  ^1, 155, 000  $  13,65^,000  $  17,807,000 

Vocational  Education  1,59^,000  8,886,000         10,i|80,000 

Regional  Library  Services  2,200,000       2,200,000 

Air  Pollution  Control:  .       ■   . 

City  air  pollution  control  57,000       $     57,000 

Regional  assessments        29,000  178,000  207,000 

Sub-total  $    86,000  $    178,000  $    264,000^ 

Grand  Total  $73,829,000  $162,857,000  $236,686,000^ 


Although  Boston  spent  $57,000  on  air  pollution  control,  if 
the  state  assumed  financial  responsibility,  it  would  spend 
only  $14,000  to  deliver  exactly  the  same  services  because  of 
federal  3-for-l  matching  provisions.   Thus,  state  assumption 
of  air  pollution  control  costs  would  save  municipalities 
$264,000  and  would  cost  the  state  only  $221,000. 

Because  of  the  air  pollution  control  item  (see  footnote  1), 
this  figure,  which  represents  the  total  savings  to 
municipalities  resulting  from  shifting  to  the  state,  is 
not  equal  to  the  cost  to  the  state  of  such  a  shift.   The 
cost  to  the  state  is  $236,643,000. 
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TABLE  II  -  15 

1973  PROJECTED  EXPENDITURES  OF  MUNICIPAL  SERVICES 
RECOMMENDED  FOR  SHIFTING  TO  STATE 


Function  and  Service 


City  of  All  Municipalities      All 
Boston    Excluding  Boston  Municipalities 


State  Totals, 
with  changes 
in  service 
levels 


Public  Safety: 

Transportation: 

Street  Maintenance 
Public  Transit 

Waste  Disposal: 

Solid  Waste 
Sewage 

County  Courts  & 
Corrections : 

Courts 
Corrections 

IVeterans  Assistance 

JHealth  and  Hospitals: 

Municipal 
School 

County  Hospital 
assessments 

Regional  Parks  and 
Recreation 

V'ocatlonal  Education 


$  4,124,000   $  5,669,000 


»      » 

$34,601,000   $41,566,000 


Regional  Library 
Services 

Air  Pollution  Control 

Grand  Total 


2,398,000 
7,509,000 


8,626,000 
3,435,000 


13,214,000 
914,000 


6,984,000 
1,800,000 

2,450,000 
96,000 


22,043,000 
10,848,000 


23,051,000 
7,583,000 


4,344,000    14,680,000 


16,812,000 
4,330,000 

2,354,000 


22,834,000 
18,200,000 


198,000 


$  9,793,000  $  9,793,000 


93,289,000 
$76,376,000 


$76,167,000 


24,441,000 
18,357,000 


31,677,000 
11,018,000 


30,026,000 
5,244,000 


29,818,000 
20,000,000 

2,450,000 
294,000 


24,441,000 
18,357,000 


31,877,000 
14,470,000 


19,024,000    1,670,000 


30,026,000 
5,244,000 


2,354,000    2,354,000 


29,818,000 
22,270,000 

2,950,000 
247,000 


;90,495,000  $190,168,000 


$280,663,000  $363,182,000 


*  fclunlcipal  highway  and  highway-related  expenditures  from  local  funds 
are  covered  by  Chapter  497  state  aid  enacted  in  1971- 


* 
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FOOTNOTES 

TO 
CHAPTER  II 

For  a  complete  discussion  of  the  four  criteria,  see  Jerome 
Rothenberg,  "Local  Decentralization  and  the  Theory  of  Optimal 
Government",  M.I.T.  Department  of  Economics,  Working  Paper 
No.  35,  December,  I968. 

2.  A  detailed  discussion  of  this  criterion  appears  in  James  C. 
Charlesworth' s  "Allocation  of  Responsibilities  and  Resources  "  . 
Among  the  Three  Levels  of  Government",  Henry  W.  Reynolds,  'Jr. 
(sp.ed.)  in  Intergovernmental  Relations  in  the  United  States 
(Phila.  1965),  The  Annals  of  the  American  Academy  of  Political 
and  Social  Science,  pp.  7I-8O. 

3.  This  criterion  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Mancur  Olson,  Jr., 
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III.   TAX  INCIDENCE  ON  RESIDENTS  OF  CITY  OF  BOSTON  OF  PROPOSED 

SERVICES/FINANCING  REALLOCATION 

Introduction 

Discussion  In  the  preceding  chapter  developed  the  rationale 
for  shifting  the  administration  and/or  financing  of  selected  ser- 
vices from  cities  and  towns  In  Massachusetts  to  the  state  govern- 
ment.  For  each  service,  the  1970  expenditures  for  the  City  of 
Boston,  all  other  municipalities,  and  municipalities  as  a  whole  In 
the  state  were  computed.   In  addition,  estimates  were  made  of  service 
level  changes  that  might  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  shifts  In 
administration/financing,  and  the  Impacts  thereof  on  expenditures 
that  these  service  changes  Implied, 

This  chapter  outlines  the  fiscal  consequences  for  residents  of 
the  City  of  Boston  of  the  proposed  service  shifts.   The  fiscal 
Implications  fall  out  of  three  stages  of  the  analysis:   (1)  the  City 
of  Boston  would  receive  direct  budget  relief  (property  tax  reduction)- 
equivalent  to  the  city's  current  expenditures  for  the  shifted 
services;  similar  budget  and  property  tax  relief  would  be  realized 
by  all  cities  and  towns  In  the  Commonwealth;  (2)  the  residents  of 
cities  and  towns  are  also  the  taxpayers  for  state  taxes.   In  the 
aggregate,  residents  of  Boston  (or  of  any  municipality)  would  pay  a 
different  share  of  total  state  revenues  to  cover  a  given  service 

■  than  they  do  currently  when  their  municipality  finances  the  services 
through  property  taxes  or  when  their  municipality  uses  property  tax 
revenues  to  pay  their  proportionate  shares  of  assessments  levied  by 

Mnetropolltan  agencies  such  as  the  MDC  or  MBTA.   Thus  the  aggregate 
amount  of  taxes  paid  by  Boston  residents  for  the  given  total  of  ex- 
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pendltures  for  shifted  services  will  be  affected  by  the  shift  In 
financing.   (3)  Finally,  within  Boston  (or  any  municipal  jurisdic- 
tion) the  taxes  fall  differentially  on  households,  depending  on 
household  size  and  Income  level. 

The  remainder  of  this  chapter  Is  divided  into  two  sections'. 
First,  the  methodology  for  analyzing  the  tax  Impact  on  resident 
households  Is  discussed;  this  Includes  setting  up  an  Income  defini- 
tion and  examining  the  present  burden  of  the  local  property  tax  and 
the  state  taxes  which  are  potentially  available  for  raising  the 
additional  state  revenues  required.   The  final  section  will  estimate 
the  change  in  family  tax  burdens  caused  by  selecting  various  combina- 
tions of  state  taxes  as  substitutes  for  property  tax  financing. 

2 

A.   ESTIMATION  OP  TAX  BURDEN  DISTRIBUTION 

There  are  three  separate  steps  which  must  be  taken  in  the  analysis 
for  estimating  the  tax  burden  distribution  resulting  from  proposed 
shifts  of  the  administration  and/or  financing  of  services  from  local 
to  state  government:   (1)  the  development  of  an  appropriate  Income 
distribution  against  which  to  allocate  resultant  tax  liabilities ; (2 ) 
clarification  of  the  assumptions  with  respect  to  shifting  of  the  taxes 
under  consideration;  and  (3)  preparation  of  an  empirical  series  of 
tax  payment  and  tax  burden  consequences  by  size  of  household  and 
class  of  Income. 

The  section  below  is  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  first  step.   The 
four  following  sections  deal  with  steps  (2)  and  (3)  for  the  property, 
|i   Income,  sales  and  gasoline  taxes,  respectively. 

h 

'  ~  An  Appropriate  Income  Distribution 

In  order  to  calculate  the  tax  burden  by  income  class  it  is 
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necessary  to  Identify  the  number  of  family  units  in  each  income 
class.   Although  the  Census  of  Population  for  1970  might  be  con- 
sidered a  primary  source  for  such  data,  intensive  examination 
discloses  serious  gaps  and  errors  in  the  information.   Major  defi- 
ciencies in  the  data  include  the  omission  of  capital ^gains  income 
and  the  understating  of  certain  sources  of  income,  particularly 
income  from  sources  other  than  wages  and  salaries.   In  particular, 
the  income  statistics  from  the  U.  S.  Census  seem  to  under-report 
income,  especially  for  taxpayers  in  the  higher  income  brackets. 
The  result  of  this  for  the  analysis  in  this  report  would  be  to  under- 
state the  degree  of  tax  regressivity , 

An  elaborate  procedure  must  be  used  to  adjust  the  Census  income 
distribution  data,  drawing  on  Information  from  the  U.  S.  Census,  the 
U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  and  the  U.  S.  Internal  Revenue  Service. 
The  adjustment  process  may  be  summarized  as  follows:   (1)  Total 
capital  gains  income  in  the  Boston  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical 

Area  (SMSA)  for  the  1969  fiscal  year  was  extracted  from  Internal 

2 
Revenue  Service  data   and  allocated  across  income  classes  in  the 

Boston  SMSA  according  to  the  national  distribution  of  capital  gains 
for  income  groups.   (2)  Data  from  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce 
made  it  possible  to  estimate  that  percentage  of  income  under-reported 
in  Census  data  for  wages  and  salaries,  property  income,  proprietors' 
income,  and  transfer  payments,  after  adjustment  of  the  data  to  a 
common  area  definition.   Included  in  such  data  were  such  components 
as  Imputed  rents  and  interest,  and  food  stanps.  (3)  These  two  adjust- 
ments were  applied  to  the  reported  Census  income  data  for  the  SMSA 
and  the  City  of  Boston.   The  result  was  a  new  distribution  which  may 
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TABLE  III  -  1 

DISTRIBUTION  OP  FAMILIES  AMONG  INCOME  CLASSES  IN  CITY  OF  BOSTON 
BY  CENSUS  AND  ECONOMIC  INCOME:   I969 

Number  of  Family  Units 


By  Census 

As  Percent 

By  Economic 

As  Percent 

Income  Class 

Income 

Of  Total 

Income 

Of  Total 

;     0-   999 

31865 

11.8 

31206 

11.6 

1,000-  1,999 

26995 

10.0 

4175 

1.6.  • 

2,000-  2,999 

22406 

8.3 

14892 

5.5 

3,000-  3,999 

18791 

7.0 

16011 

5.9 

4,000-  4,999 

17547 

6.5 

15015 

5.6 

5,000-  5,999 

18469 

6.9 

15345 

5.7 

6,000-  6,999 

17257 

6.4 

20677 

7.7 

7,000-  7,999 

•16614 

6.2 

22189 

8.2 

8,000-  8,999 

15250 

5.7 

19468 

7.2 

9,000-  9,999 

12879 

4.8 

17717 

6.6 

10,000-11,999 

21325 

7.9 

27918 

10.4 

12,000-14,999 

21135 

7.9 

24164 

9.0 

15,000-24,999 

22938 

8.5 

26203 

9.7 

25,000  and  over 

5749 

2.1 

14204 

5.3 

Total  269220        100.0      269220  100.0 

*  Family  units  include  families  and  unrelated  individuals. 


tributions  for  the  City  of  Boston  show  a  heavy  concentration  of  family 
units  in  the  lowest  income  class.   This  heavy  concentration  at  the 
bottom  is  almost  entirely  unrelated  individuals  (27,303  out  of  the 
total  of  31,206  family  units),  and  probably  reflects  the  heavy  con- 
centration of  student  population  in  Boston.   This  hypothesis  is 
further  reinforced  by  noting  that  the  mean  economic  income  in  the 
lowest  class  is  $57,  strong  evidence  that  dissaving  or  external  (e.g., 
non-resident  family)  support  is  present.   In  the  tax  incidence  tables 
which  follow,  the  burden  of  the  lowest  class  appears  to  be  particularly 
heavy  because  of  this  unusual  concentration  of  household  units  and  low 
mean  income. 

The  Shifting  Methodology 

^    All  of  the  municipal  activities  and  expenditures  recommended  for 
shifting  are  presently  financed  out  of  the  general  revenues  of  the  City 
of  Boston  and  those  of  other  cities  and  towns,  about  two-thirds  of 
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FIGURE  III  -  1 

LORENZ  CURVE 

CITY  OF  BOSTON,  1970 


o 
o 

M 

o 

EH 

o 


100 
90 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 


10   20   30   40   50   60   70   80   90   100 


PERCENT  OF  HOUSEHOLD  UNITS 


-112- 


^whlch  consist  of  local  property  taxes.   Hence  the  local  tax  decrease 
treated  in  the  following  discussion  is  always  the  property  tax.   All 
the  public  services  in  the  analysis  are  treated  as  a  package,  except 
for  the  transportation  functions  chargeable  to  the  motor  fuel  excise. 
The  four  major  taxes  in  Massachusetts  are  discussed  in  turn,  in- 
cluding a  description  of  the  structure  of  each  and  the  estimated 
local  burdens.   Two  alternatives  for  shifting  the  functions  to  the 
state  level  are  considered:   (1)  Some  of  the  transportation  costs 
(highway  services)  to  be  shifted  would  be  financed  out  of  the  motor 
fuel  excise  tax  and  the  remaining  functions  would  be  financed  out  of 
the  State's  General  Fund,  half  through  the  income  tax  and  half 
through  the  sales  tax.   (2)  Transportation  costs  would  be  financed 
out  of  the  motor  fuel  excise,  the  remaining  services  from  the  General 
Fund,  entirely  through  an  increase  in  the  income  tax. 
Federal  Tax  Offsets 

One  issue  which  will  not  be  treated  in  this  analysis  is  tax 
exporting  through  federal  tax  offsets.   When  state  and  local  taxes 
are  deductible  from  income  taxable  by  the  federal  government,  the 
state  or  local  tax  liability  is  offset  by  a  reduction  in  the  federal 
tax  liability.   All  the  state  and  local  taxes  under  analysis  in  this 
report  (income,  sales,  gasoline  and  property)  are  deductible  for  both 
individuals  and  businesses  in  computing  taxable  income.   However, 
several  points  must  be  made  with  respect  to  the  distribution  among 
taxpayers  of  such  offsets.   First,  the  deduction  is  available  only  to 
the  statutory  taxpayer,  not  necessarily  the  one  who  actually  bears  the 
%Lnal  burden  after  shifting  occurs.   Thus  in  the  case  of  property 
taxes  on  residential  property,  owners  can  claim  the  deduction  but 
renters  cannot,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  is  commonly  claimed  that 
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wtie-fourth  of  rent  goes  for  taxes.   Similarly,  for  property  taxes  on 

ommercial  property,  the  business  owner  deducts  these  taxes  as  a  cost 
of  doing  business,  but  consumers  can  claim  no  deduction  for  their 
share  of  such  offsets.   Secondly,  these  tax  deductions  benefit  only 
those  who  itemize  their  deductions.   For  the  corporation  Income  tax, 
all  businesses  Itemize  their  schedule  of  expenses.   For  the  personal 
Income  tax,  it  tends  to  be  higher  Income  taxpayers  who  itemize  their 
deductions  and  receive  credit  for  the  offsets.   Finally,  federal  tax 
offsets  are  based  on  a  progressive  rate  structure  and  hence  are  re- 
gressive as  between  Individuals  since  the  actual  tax  amount  saved 
depends  on  the  tax  brackets  and  applicable  tax  rates. 

If  federal  offsets  in  the  cases  under  discussion  were  accounted 
for,  then  the  estimated  property  tax  reductions  and  concomitant 
Income,  sales,  or  gasoline  tax  increase  benefits  would  accrue  to 
renters  more  than  to  owners  and  relatively  more  than  the  results 
Indicate  since  the  Income,  sales,  and  gasoline  taxes  are  deductible 
for  all  groups  while  the  property  tax  Is  not  deductible  for  renters. 
Local  Property  Taxes 

The  purpose  of  this  stage  of  the  analysis  is  to  determine  how 
much  of  the  property  tax  is  paid  by  Boston  residents,  characterized 
by  income  class  and  family  size,  both  directly  as  consumers  of  housing 
and  indirectly  as  consumers  of  goods  and  services  or  as  (non-occupy- 
ing) owners  of  property. 

The  first  part  of  the  analysis  Is  the  estimation  of  how  the 
burden  is  divided  as  between  different  kinds  of  properties;  then 
Kumptlons  are  made  about  who  the  final  taxpayers  are  for  each  kind 
of  property.   Finally,  the  burden  on  each  type  of  taxpayer  is 
I'distrlbuted  across  families  (by  family  size  and  Income  class)  and 
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Pndlvlduals  (by  Income  class),  and  aggregated  across  all  types  of 

taxpayers  in  order  to  get  the  total  property  tax  burden. 

According  to  the  most  recent  available  data,   the  distribution 

of  gross  assessed  valuations  for  the  City  of  Boston  for  major  land 

use  classifications  is  as  follows: 

Commercial  and  industrial  55.5^ 

Vacant  lots  3.I 

Non-farm  residential  4l.l 

Single-family  residential  only  9.5 

These  proportions  of  total  assessed  valuations  give  approximate  indica- 
tions of  the  relative  shares  of  total  property  taxes  coming  from  each 
of  these  sources.   Other  sources  outlined  below  may  then  be  used  to 
further  divide  this  base  property  tax  into  its  more  detailed  categories 
of  land  uses  as  shown  in 'Table  III-2. 

The  residential  portion  of  the  tax  base  has  been  divided  into 
three  parts  because  the  Census  of  Housing  reports  housing  consumption 
separately  for  owner-occupiers  in  single-unit  structures,  renters, 
and  owner-occupiers  in  multi-unit  structures.   The  Census  of  Housing 
reports  that  85  percent  of  Boston's  single-family  units  are  owner- 
occupied.   This  figure  is  used  to  adjust  the  Census  of  Government's 
"single  family"  percent  of  base.   The  remaining  15  percent  of  the 
single-family  unit  category  is  included  in  the  renter  total,  as  is 
83  percent  of  the  multi-family  category,  since  the  Housing  Census 
reports  that  fraction  of  multi-family  units  as  renter-occupied. 
1;, Finally,  the  remaining  17  percent  of  the  units  in  multi-family 

"l^uctures  are  occupied  by  the  owners  of  the  structure.   It  should  be 
'"  noted  that  the  above  procedure  assumes  that  for  single-dwelling 

structures,  rental  and  owner-occupied  units  have  the  same  mean  assessed 


value.   Similarly,  it  assumes  that  for  units  within  multi-unit 
structures,  the  mean  assessed  value  (per  unit)  is  the  same  for  owners 
^nd  renters.   These  assumptions  are  implicit  in  the  use  of  Housing 
Census  data  on  number  of  units  (regardless  of  value)  to  adjust  the 
Census  of  Government's  data  on  proportions  of  aggregated  assessed 
valuations.   For  non-residential  property  the  distribution  among 
uses  Is  derived  from  figures  on  acreage  and  employment  in  each  use  ' 
in  the  City  of  Boston.   Table  III-2  summarizes  these  results. 

TABLE  III  -  2 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  ASSESSED  VALUATIONS  IN  CITY  OF  BOSTON 
BY  TYPE  OF  PROPERTY:   1970 


Residential 

Owner-occupied  units 
in  single  family  structures 
in  multl-fmaily  structures 

Renter-occupied  units 

Non-Residential 

Retail 

Wholesale 

Manufacturing 
1  Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate, 
I   and  Business  Services 

Vacant  Lots 
Other 


Percent  of  Total  Assessed  Value 

JTiTi 
13.4 


5.3" 


27.7- 


27.7 
7.7 
8.9 

11.1 


55.4 


3.1 
0.4 


1.   Derived  from  U.S.  Housing  Census  and  Census  of  Governments.   See  text 


*Sources_:   Derived  by  the  following  method 
aayroll  data:   Of  acreage  used  for  all  four 
3f  Boston,  the  percentage  of  total  in  each 

(1)  Retail  -  60^;  (2)  Wholesale  -  l4^;  (3 
insurance.  Real  Estate  (FIR)  and  Business  S 
in  Boston  performing  these  functions,  the  p 
)f  total  employment,  respectively,  in  each 

(1)  Retail  -  36^,  41%;  (2)  Wholesale  -  l4 

H;    (4)  FIR  and  Business  Services  -  30%,  3 

he  two  measures  agree  fairly  well.   For  re 

linderstandably  so,  since  retail  activities 

in  contrast  to  FIR  and  businesses,  which  te 

reflection  of  taxable  property  values  is 
btain  the  result  shown  in  the  table^   This 
|K  ^nlflcantly  different  assessment  ratio 
*!  kcWea^e   data  from  Vogt,  Ivers,  and  Assocl 
Report,  Massachusetts.   Employmen 


ge 

mventory 

{lassachusetts   Division  of 
970 


Employment  Securl 


from  1963  acreage  and  current 

types  of  activity  in  the  City 
use  is  as  follows: 

)  Manufacturing  -  16%;  (4)  Finance, 
ervlces  -  10%.   For  establishments 
ercent  of  total  payroll  and  percent 
use  is  as  follows: 
%,  11%;  (3)  Manufacturing  -  19%, 
0%.   For  wholesale  and  manufacturing, 
tail  and  FIR  they  do  not,  and 
use  land  relatively  extensively, 
nd  to  use  land  intensively .   Since 
desired,  the  two  are  averaged  to 
approach  ignores  the  possibility 
s  for  different  uses, 
ates,  1963  Comprehensive  Land  Use 
t  and  payroll  data  from 
ty,  M.I.T.  Urban  Project  tapes. 
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Por  both  the  direct  (residential)  and  the  Indirect  impact  of 
property  taxation,  an  assumption  must  be  made  about  where  the  burden 
falls.   The  standard  case  adopted  in  most  such  discussions  revolv.es 
around  the  theoretical  proposition  that  taxes  on  land  are  borne  by 
consumers  of  whatever  goods  and  services  are  produced  or  sold  on  the 
land  in  the  form  of  higher  prices  for  these  goods  and  services.   Thus 
for  residential  property,  some  share  of  property  taxes  is  borne  by 
the  occupiers  and  the  rest  is  borne  by  the  owners.   For  owner- 
occupied  dwellings,  the  tenant  bears  part  of  the  tax  and  the  landlord 
the  remainder.   Dick  Netzer  suggests  that  for  rental  housing^  80 

percent  of  taxes  are  passed  on  to  tenants  in  rents  and  20  percent 

4 
are  paid  from  the  owner's  profits.    Although  rent  control  in  the 

City  of  Boston  allows  for  a  full  pass-on  to  tenants  of  any  tax  in- 
creases (e.g.,  100  percent  shifting  of  the  burden),  it  cannot  be 
assumed  that  the  same  would  hold  true  for  a  tax  decrease:   since  rent 
control  is  imposed  in  a  situation  of  excess  demand,  this  situation 
makes  possible  (makes  the  market  "able  to  bear")  a  pass-through  of 
all  tax  increases  but  discourages  a  similar  pass-through  of  tax 
decreases,  and  it  is  unlikely  that  rent  control  authorities  could 
enforce  a  full  reduction  in  rents  if  a  tax  decrease  ensues.   There- 
fore, the  results  shown  in  the  tables  that  follow  are  based  on  an 
assumption  of  80  percent  shifting,  but  modifications  in  the  results 
under  the  assumption  of  100  percent  shifting  will  also  be  discussed 
in  the  text. 


i 


i 
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For  property  taxes  on  non-residential  property  the  assumptions 
about  shifting  depend  upon  use:   businesses  which  operate  in  strictly 
local  markets  can  pass  more  of  the  tax  on  to  their  consumers  because 
other  firms  with  which  they  compete  are  obligated  for  the  same  taxes. 
There  are  three  potential  final  bearers  of  the  burden:   stockholders 
of  Boston  corporations,  proprietors  of  Boston  companies,  and  consumers 
of  goods  and  services  made  and/or  sold  in  Boston.   The  distribution 
across  these  three  groups  depends  on  assumptions  about  exporting  of 
the  burden  to  non-residents  as  well  as  the  shifting  assumptions. 

Based  on  the  division  among  uses  shown  in  Table  III-2,  Dick 

5 
Netzer's  two  shifting  cases   may  be  examined: 

(1)  Retail: 

Case  1:   75^  shifted  to  consumers,  25^  borne  by  owners 
Case  2:   100%  shifted  to  consumers 

(2)  Wholesale: 

75%  shifted  to  consumers,  25%  borne  by  owners 

(3)  Manufacturing: 

Case  1:   50%  shifted  to  consumers,  50%  borne  by  owners 
Case  2:   90%  shifted  to  consumers,  10%  borne  by  owners 

(4)  Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate  and  Business  Services: 
75%  shifted  to  consumers,  25%  borne  by  owners 

In  Case  1,  39-3  percent  of  the  total  property  tax  burden  is  borne 
'by  consumers  and  l6.1  percent  by  owners  of  non-residential  property. 

In  Case  2,  49.8  percent  is  borne  by  consumers  and  5-6  percent  by 

owners.   As  with  the  residential  cases,  the  case  involving  less 
Jihifting  (case  1)  will  be  incorporated  in  the  subsequent  tables,  with 

both  cases  being  discussed  in  the  text. 
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^     Exporting  is  possible,  both  of  the  share  of  the  tax  passed  on  to 
consumers  (through  sales  of  goods  and  services  to  final  consumers 
residing  outside  the  City  of  Boston)  and  the  share  borne  by  owners 
(when  non-Boston  residents  own  proprietorships  or  corporate  shares 
in  Boston  enterprises).   Similarly,  importing  of  taxes  is  possible 
if  Boston  residents  buy  goods  produced  or  sold  by  firms  subject  to 
property  taxation  elsewhere  or  if  Boston  residents  own  enterprises 
subject  to  property  taxation  elsewhere.   The  context  of  this  dis- 
cussion is  consideration  of  the  situation  in  which  certain  public 
services  will  be  shifted  from  cities  and  towns  in  Massachusetts  to 
the  state  government,  and  as  a  consequence,  that  property  taxes  levied 
by  all  cities  and  towns  would  be  affected.   Therefore,  it  is  Important 
to  look  at  the  net  exporting  of  property  taxes  from  Boston,  which  is 
net  Importing  of  property  taxes  levied  by  other  Massachusetts  cities 
and  towns.   The  objective  is  to  determine  the  net  effect  on  indirect 
and  direct  payment  of  property  taxes  by  Boston  residents  of  a  statewide 
reduction  in  property  taxes,  expressed  in  terms  of  Boston's  taxes. 
If  total  property  tax  payments  by  Boston  residents  to  all  Massachu- 
setts municipalities  are  equal  to  r  times  total  property  taxes 
collected  in  Boston,  then  the  fraction  (1  -  r)  is  the  net  exporting 
rate.   Exporting  through  consumers  is  discussed  Immediately  below, 
followed  by  a  discussion  of  exporting  through  owners. 

Wholesale,  finance,  insurance,  real  estate  and  business  services 
are  generally  carried  on  by  large  central  cities  serving  the  many 
smaller  communities  surrounding  them.   Hence  it  is  assumed  that  there 

_^s  no  importing  from  other  Massachusetts  jurisdictions  of  taxes  being 
passed  on  to  consumers  through  wholesale,  finance,  insurance,  real 
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Pof  total  manufacturing  tons  of  Massachusetts  are  shipped  less  than 

Q 

100  miles.    The  City  of  Boston  produces  one-seventh  of  the  state's 

g 
value-added  in  manufacturing;  the  SMSA  produces  almost  one-half. 

Since  the  potential  final  market  for  manufacturing  is  wider  than 
that  for  wholesaling,  higher  gross  exporting  may  be  expected.   Be- 
cause of  some  importing,  however,  an  offset  occurs.   Thus  75  percent 
exporting  of  taxes  passed  on  to  manufacturing  consumers  is  assumed. 

Finally,  for  retail  consumers  it  is  anticipated  that  the  import- 
ing aspect  will  be  even  stronger:   Boston  residents  shop  outside 
Boston  as  well  as  inside  and  hence  pay  (passed-on)  property  taxes  to 
other  jurisdictions  in  Massachusetts.   As  outlined  in  the  preliminary 
discussion,  the  critical  data  item  is  r,  where  r  is  the  ratio  of  pro- 
perty taxes  paid  by  Boston  residents  as  retail  consumers  to  taxes 
paid  in  Boston  by  all  purchasers  of  retail  goods.   If  it  is  assumed 
that  property  taxes  passed  on  are  proportional  to  the  price  of  the 
goods,  then  Boston  residents  pay  in  taxes  on  retail  sales 

B      B 
t  R   +  t  R 

B  B     N  N 
where  tg  is  the  tax  rate  in  Boston,  t^^  the  average  tax  rate  in  the  rest 

of  the  state,  Rg  is  retail  purchases  in  Boston  by  Boston  residents, 

■p 
^N  ^^t^il  purchases  by  Boston  residents  from  retailers  in  the  rest  of 

the  state.   Total  taxes  collected  from  consumers  of  retail  goods  sold 

in  Boston  are 

tgRg   +   tgRg 

,      N 
where  R^  is  retail  sales  in  Boston  to  non-Boston  residents.   Thus 
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P  with  Rn  defined  as  all  retail  sales  in  Boston  (=Rt,  +  R„)  and  R  as  all 

R     R 
retail  purchases  by  Boston  residents  (=Rt3  +  R.,)- 

Suppose  Boston  residents  make  the  fraction  c_  of  all  Boston  retail 
purchases,  and  that  this  represents  the  fraction  d  of  all  retail  pur- 
chases made  by  Boston  residents.   That  is, 

c  =  R^  /Rn     and   d  =  R^  /R^ 

then  r  can  be  expresssed  as 

^  =  ^'b4      ^  Vl^    /  ^B^^B  +  ^b) 
=  R^  /R3  +  (t^/tg)  *  (R^/  Rg) 

=  C  +  (t/tj^)   ((R^  -  R^)  /Rg) 

.........   =..c  +  (tj^/tg)   ((c/d)  -  G.) 

=  c  +  (tj^/tj^)  c  (1  -  d)/d 
and  this  formulation  may  be  used  to  estimate  r. 

Based  on  data  for  total  property  tax  levies  by  cities  and  towns 
(and  special  districts)  in  Massachusetts  in  1970  and  similar  data  on 
total  1970  equalized  values  in  each  city  and  town  (from  "Financial 
Statistics  of  Massachusetts,"  1971),  an  estimate  may  be  derived  of 
an  average  t„  (=total  non-Boston  tax  levies/total  non-Boston  equal- 
ized value)  to  compare  with  t„  (=  total  Boston  tax  levy/total  Boston 

ri 

equalized  value).   These  are  .05226  and  .12701  respectively,  which 
•  gives  tj^  /  tg  =  .4115. 

Similarly,  c/d  =  R  /R^  may  be  estimated  by  analysis  of  retail 

sales  figures.   The  M.I.T.  Urban  Project  has  estimated  retail  pur- 
chases by  residents  of  jurisdictions  as  a  function  of  population  and 

median  family  income,  assuming,  as  a  rough  approximation,  that  for 
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"the  Boston  SMSA  as  a  whole  retail  sales  in  the  SMSA  are  equal  to 
retail  purchases  by  the  SMSA's  residents.   Using  the  M.l.T.  estimates 
of  retail  purchases  by  Boston  residents  (R  )  and  comparing  this  with 
published  data  on  retail  sales  in  Boston  (Rr>)j  c/d  =  .62.   That  is, 
Boston  residents  purchase  (inside  or  outside  the  city)  an  amount 
just  over  sixty  percent  of  retail  sales  in  the  city. 

These  two  calculations  permit  placing  a  limitation  on  the  possible 
values  of  r.     r ' s  maximum  value  is  .62,  which  is  the  case  when  d  =  1, 
i.e.,   all  retail  purchases  by  Boston  residents  are  made  within  Boston. 
If  d  is  .9,  r  falls  to  .59;  exporting  (1  -  r)  rises  to  .41. 

Because  residents  of  the  City  of  Boston  in  fact  probably  do  most 
of  their  retail  shopping  in  Boston,  we  shall  assume  a  40  percent 
exporting  rate  for  property  taxes  passed  on  to  consumers  by  Boston 
retailers. 

In  summary,  the  net  burden  on  Boston  residents  as  consumers  is 
calculated  to  be  17-5  percent  of  property  taxes  in  case  1  and  22.5 
percent  in  case  2;  non-residents  of  Boston  as  consumers  pay  22  percent 
and  27  percent  respectively  of  Boston  property  taxes  in  the  two  cases. 

In  the  following  discussion  of  exporting  of  taxes  borne  by  owners, 
it  is  important  to  distinguish  two  kinds  of  owners — corporate  and  non- 
corporate.  The  distribution  of  dividend.'.s  maybe  used  as  a  proxy  for  the 
former,  and  proprietorship  Income  to  measure  the  latter. 

Charles  E.  McLure,  Jr.  suggests  that  the  corporate  income  tax 
is  borne  by  profits  in  the  short  run,  and  on  this  assumption  con- 
cludes that  Massachusetts  exports  73  percent  of  its  corporate  Income 

tlO 
ax  in  the  short  run.     This  implies  that  73  percent  of  the  owners 

of  Massachusetts  corporations  live  outside  Massachusetts  and  the  figure  . 
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can  thus  be  used  for  property  taxes  borne  by  corporate  owners  (out  of 
profits).  It  will  be  adjusted  upward,  as  discussed  below,  to  reflect 
the  position  of  Boston  residents  relative  to  the  rest  of  the  state. 

For  property  taxes  borne  by  non-corporate  landowners,  much  less 
exporting  out-of-state  may  be  anticipated  since  local  ownership  is 
more  prevalent.   Exporting  within  the  state  Is  calculated  on  the 
basis  of  property' ownership  In  Boston  relative  to  the  rest  of  the 
state,  as  Indicated  below.   An  initial  step,  however.  Is  to  make 
the  division  between  corporate  and  non-corporate  ownership  for  each 
of  the  four  non-resldentlal  sectors,  and  for  owners  of  rental  resi- 
dential units  and  vacant  land. 

For  the  share  of  residential  property  taxes  borne  by  the  owners 
of  renter-occupied  buildings,  the  division  as  between  corporate  and 
non-corporate  ownership  In  Boston  Is  assumed  to  be  the  same  as  the 
national  corporate  vs.  non-corporate  shares  of  "total  receipts"  for 
the  sector  within  finance.  Insurance  and  real  estate  called  "operators 
and  lessors  of  buildings."   IRS    shows  this  sector  as  37  percent 

corporate  and  63  percent  non-corporate.   For  vacant  land,  similar 
IRS  national  data  for  the  sector  —  "lessors  of  real  property,  other 
than  buildings"--  are.  used;  this  sector  Is  19.1  percent  corporate 
and  80.9  percent  non-corporate. 

For  non-resldentlal  properties,  there  are  two  questions  to  answer 
If  It  Is  assumed  that  taxes  are  borne  by  the  owners  of  the  land: 
(1)  how  much  of  the  sector  Is  corporate  vs.  non-corporate,  and  (2)  do 
"orporate  and  non-corporate  establishments  In  each  sector  rent  or  own 
their  property,  and  If  they  rent,  do  they  rent  from  corporate  or  non- 


-124- 


corporate  lessors?   These  two  questions  can  be  reduced  to  the  first 
alone  if  one  of  the  following  conditions  prevails:   (a)  owners  of 
commercial  property  pass  all  taxes  on  to  the  establishments  which 
actually  use  the  property,  or  (b)  lessors  of  property  to  each  sector 
have  the  same  corporate/non-corporate  split  as  the  operators  of  the 
establishments  in  the  sectors,  or  corporate  lessees  lease  from 
corporate  owners,  non-corporate  from  non-corporate  lessors.   Because 
this  question  has  been  consistently  ignored  in  studies  of  this  type, 
it  will  also  be  omitted  from  this  analysis  on  the  grounds  that  one  or 
another  of  the  parts  of  (b)  is  a  fairly  close  approximation  for 

Boston. 

12 
On  the  basis  of  IRS  figures  for  Massachusetts    on  shares  of 

total  net  income  or  profits,  the  proportion  of  each  sector  which  is 

corporate  can  be  estimated,  assuming  that  Boston  is  not  significantly 

different  in  this  regard  from  the  state  as  a  whole: 

Retail:  5^%   corporate 

Wholesale:  8l^  corporate 

Manufacturing:  9^%    corporate 

Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate  and  Business  Services:  9^%   corporate 

The  net  exporting  figure  for  Boston  for  property  owners  (corporate 
and  non-corporate)  is  estimated  in  a  way  similar  to  the  procedure 
described  above  for  retail  activities.   In  the  retail  sales  discussion, 
R  with  subscripts  and  superscripts  refers  to  retail  sales;  P  may  now  be 
used  to  refer  to  property,  with  the  subscript  reflecting  the  location  of 
the  property  and  the  superscript  reflecting  the  place  of  residence  of 
"he  owner.   If  Boston  residents  own  the  fraction  c_  of  Boston  non- 
residential property,  and  this  represents  the  fraction  d  of  all  non- 
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R'esidential  property  owned  by  Boston  residents,  the  result,  as  before, 
is 

Boston  residents,  as  owners  of  commercial  property,  pay  the  equivalent 
of  r  times  the  total  commercial  property  tax  burden  borne  by  owners  of 
Boston's  non-residential  property.   The  following  equations  are  derived 
from  this  formulation. 

^  =  (^B^B  '    Vn^    /^B^^B  '    4^    =    P>B  -^  ^^n/^^^^n/^b) 
r  =  c  +  (tj^/tg)(l  -  d)  c/d 
Under  the  previous  calculation,  t,,/t„  =  .4115,  and  c/d  is  estimated 
as  follows:   Prom  figures  of  the  Bureau  of  Local  Taxation,  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Corporations  and  Taxation,  the  percent  of  total  equalized 
value  in  various  use  categories  is  used  as  the  basis  for  calculating 
the  total  equalized  property  value  of  commercial  and  industrial  pro- 
perty in  Boston  and  in  the  SMSA .   (Because  of  data  constraints,  Boston 
relative  to  the  SMSA  is  the  framework  of  analysis  rather  than  Boston 
relative  to  the  state.)   Census  data  on  income  by  source  for  the  SMSA 
and  for  Boston  were  used  to  calculate  total  property  and  proprietorship 
income  (using  methodology  outlined  by  the  Syracuse  University 
Metropolitan  and  Regional  Research  Center  (see  footnote  2)  for  refining 
"other  income"  to  "property  income").   The  property  value  data  reflect 
the  location  of  property;  the  income  data,  the  residence  of  property 
owners.   If,  for  the  SMSA  as  a  whole,  SMSA  residents  own  property 
equal  to  that  located  in  the  SMSA  area,  then 

^   c/d  _  Boston  income  ^   SMSA  income 
W  Boston  value   •  SMSA  value 

From  this  assumption,  c/d  =  .8901.   This  gives  r  =  .89  as  an  upper 


I 

C\J 


fe 

O 

X 

EH 

H 

O 

t>H 

CQ 

Q 

H 

< 

P^ 

CO 

M  O 

X  t- 

<C  cr\ 

EH    rH 

>H 

Eh    •• 

K  00 

W  Eh 

en 

Oh   2 

O  H 

I 

K  Q 

CL,  H 

H 

CO 

H 

s  w 

H 

O  K 

Eh 

H 

CO  S 

hJ 

O  O 

CQ 

m  Eh 

< 

CO 

H 

fe  O 

p  pq 

>H 

EH    ■ 

H 

o 

fe 

o 

S 

o 

H 

tH 

K 

O 

PM 

o 

K 

CL, 

CD 

•H 
CD 
0 

p:^ 

>. 

CD 
C 

O 
(£1 

CQ 
CD 
X 

nJ 
Eh 


c\j 


X 


CD 

in 

O 

'V^  CQ  'Ci 
O         -H 

rH  CO 
0  Cd  CD 
i^  -P  cd 
Ctj    O 

x:  Eh 

CO 


^    Cti 

-P 

CO    o 


LTi 


CO 

0 

Cm    X 

O    Cd 

Eh 

rH 
CO  Cd 
'<    -P 

o 

Eh 


CM 

0  ' 
CO  f^ 

cd^ 
O 


0  -^ 

CO  c\j 

cd  ^ 
O 


CO    CO 

0  -H 

0 

X  x: 

O 

cd  Eh 

fn 

H 

=i 

a 

O 

iH    O 

CO 

Cd  u 

P  Cm 

O 

H 

fe^ 


o 
o 
o 

o 

C\J 


o 

rH 

-e9- 


^5. 


OD 

en 


o 
o 
o 

LP> 
O 

ri 

CX3 

-ee- 


o 
o 

rH 


%?. 


^3- 
C5> 


C\J 

C\J 
*\ 

o 

C\J 


o 
-ee- 


U3  o  c\j 

V£)  f\J  f\i 


c\j 
m 


o 

CM 


o  o  o 
o  o  o 

CD  O  O 

*\      r\       w\ 

\o  >->- 
O  O  LA 

9<t       ^        r\ 

^3- 


o 
o 
o 

•^ 

LPi 
O 


CO 


O 

o 
o 

o 

o 


Lnc\j  c\j 


CM 

en 


o 

CM 


oo  o 
o  o  o 

<3  O  O 
»»     r      *\ 

CMt>-  CM 
OO  O  CY-1 

CJMO  in 
oo 


o 
o 
o 

o 


CXD 


o 
o 

o 

o 
o 


cno 


o^^D  .^ 

LOrvj   CM 


f-O  VD 


LHCM   CM 


CXD 
CM 


CXD 


CXD 
CM 


-=3- 


Lr> 


o  o  o 

O 

O 

o  o  o 

O 

o 

rH  O  VO 

MD 

C3> 

#>       r\       •\ 

*\ 

#\ 

CM  on  Lf^ 

OO 

CJA 

CY-)CM  VO 

•^ 

in 

CM  LO  Lf^ 

r-i 

oo 

*\     *\     *\ 

•% 

*\ 

O  OA  CM 

CO 

[>- 

Ir—  rH   CM 

CM 

o 
o 

CM 

rH 

o 

rH 


CO 

rH 

0 

T^ 

0 

Cd 

O           0 

C 

o 

•H 

1 

en   o 

cd 

!m 

P 

•H      >3 

Cd  C  -H 

rH 

:3 

c 

CO   P 

in    Cd    > 

o 

flj 

0    fn 

hO  =S           fn 

p 

CO 

15 

U    0 

C    CO    0    0 

C 

U 

•H 

1     Ci, 

•H    C  P  CO 

cd 

0 

X 

CO 

d  O 

fn  H    Cd 

o 

£! 

cd 

0 

O    fn 

0 

::5       p  CO 

cd 

P 

EH 

U 

>3 

c  a. 

rH 

cd 

P)       »>  CO    CO 
O    0  W    0 

> 

O 

>5 

>. 

c 

p 

C    rH    rH 

CO 

cd  o        iz; 

c 

C  P> 

p 

o 

?H 

O    Cd 

•H 

0 

Cm    G  rH  -H 

o 

O    fn 

u 

0 

•H 

Cd 

^ 

:3  Cd  Cd  CO 

0 

0 

CO 

Oh 

CO  P 

p 

o 

c;  C  0  =i 

CO 

CO    iX 

CI. 

aj 

O 

0    C 

CD  ^ 

cd  -H  K  CQ 

0 

0    O 

o 

X 

in 

X    0  K  S  S  Ph 

X 

X    U 

fn 

cd 

(X 

cd  T3 

cd 

cd    CX 

Cl, 

bH 

Eh 

Eh 

Eh 

O 
O 

O 

H 
O 


O 

r>- 

rH 
-69- 


o 
o 
o 


in 


H 


o 
o 

in 

■=r 

LO 

r 

OO 

in 
rj 

-ee- 


>;. 
P 
fn 
0 

O 


CL,    X 
Cd 

rH    EH 
Cd 
P 

o 

EH 


0 

•p 

a 

#\ 

u 

-P 

o 

Ph 

p. 

O 

^ 

D. 

o 

0 

1 

K 

c 

H 

o 

'Cd 

c 

13 

T) 

C 

c 

< 

cd 

r» 

0 

i:; 

P" 

rH 

cri 

o 

f^ 

Cm 

o 

^ 

(X 

:=s 

U 

CO 

O 

o 

<M 

^-^ 

o 

CO 

>> 

fn 

p> 

0 

c    . 

C 

S  o 

& 

O  I>- 

o 

O  CT\ 

H 

CO 

73 

Cd 

C    P-, 

\ 

Cd  cd 

Td 

0 

C 

C      >5 

Cd 

o 

P    0 

CO 

CO  x: 

fn 

O  P 

0 

CQ 

s 

f-l 

3 

Cm    O 

CO 

O   !i-l 

C 

O 

>2P 

o 

P    C 

•H    0 

CO 

o  a 

cd 

P 

TJ    fn 

CO 

C    Cd 

0 

Cd    Qh 

X 

0 

cd 

->Q 

-p 

r\j 

1     hO 

fn 

<    C 

Cd 

•H 

0 

0  P 

^ 

rH  -H 

X3  t3 

CO 

Cd  3 

p 

Eh  < 

C 

0 

■a 

0 

•H 

o 

CO 

f^ 

0 

3 

K 

O 

» 

CO 

i 


i 


-127- 


™limit  if  all  the  property  owned  by  Boston  residents  were  located  in 
Boston  (d  =  1).   Since  ownership  is  expected  to  be  more  dispersed 
than  retail  purchasing,  the  assumption  becomes  d  =  3/^  and  r  =  .76. 
This  means  that  net  exporting  due  to  in-state,  out-of-Boston  owner- 
ship of  land  (or  enterprise)  is  2k   percent.   For  corporate  ownership 
the  r  result  of  .76  is  multiplied  by  McLure's  residual  in  the  state 
of  27  percent.   The  results  are  a  21  percent  remaining  burden  for  the 
.  city  residents  leaving  79  percent _ exported  from  the  city.   For  non- 
corporate enterprise,  the  24  percent  exporting  figure  is  used. 

This  leaves  a  net  burden  of  property  taxes  borne  by  Boston  resi- 
dents as  corporate  owners  of  property  of  3-1  percent  of  taxes  in 
case  1  and  1.2  percent  in  case  2;  and  the  burden  of  Boston  residents 
as  non-corporate  owners  of  property  becomes  7-5  percent  of  property 
taxes  in  case  1,  and  2.3  percent  in  case  2. 

The  results  of  this  section  are  summarized  in  Table  III-3  and 
in  the  Appendix  Tables  A-1  and  A-2. 

The  preceding  discussion  of  shifting  and  exporting  for  both 
residential  and  non-residential  property  would  not  be  complete  with- 
out making  reference  to  more  recent  contributions  to  the  literature  of 

property  tax  Incidence  which  challenge  Netzer's  "standard"  cases. 

13 
Larry  Orr    suggests  that  whereas  Netzer's  "cases"  may  be  appro- 
priate for  an  analysis  of  taxes  falling  on  all  property,  they  can 
hardly  be  applied  to  a  metropolitan  area  where  there  is  a  great 
diversity  in  effective  property  tax  rates.   Owners  of  property  in 
different  jurisdictions  within  the  economically  interdependent 
ferea  must  compete  with  each  other  in  attracting  consumers  and  there- 
■  fore  find  it  impossible  to  pass  on  more  of  the  tax  than  is  common  to 
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™all  jurisdictions  in  the  area.   The  entire  differential  must  be  borne 
by  owners,  he  claims,  and  supports  his  position  with  empirical  re- 
search on  cities  and  towns  in  the  Boston  metropolitan  area.   In  1970 
the  difference  between  Boston's  effective  tax  rate  and  the  lowest 
tax  rate  in  the  Boston  SMSA  (containing  78  cities  and  towns)  is' 
78  percent  of  Boston's  rate.   Thus  under  Orr's  hypothesis,  owners 
would  be  expected  to  bear  at  least  78  percent  of  the  property  tax, 
the  remaining  22  percent  being  split  between  owners  and  consumers, 
following  Netzer's  conclusion.   Clearly,  a  major  result  of  this,  in 
terms  of  the  final  burden,  is  to  suggest  a  higher  overall  exporting 
rate,  since  ownership  is  more  geographically  dispersed  in  general 
than  is  consumption.   More  specifically,  for  residential  property 
17.6  percent  of  the  tax  on  rental  units  would  be  borne  by  the  tenants 
and  the  rest  by  the  owners.   Owner-occupied  units,  of  course,  are 
unaffected  by  the  change  in  assumptions.   For  non-residential  property, 
the  shifting  percentages  would  be  as  follows  (Netzer's  Case  1  applied 
to  Orr's  unshlfted  remainder): 

Retail:  lG.^%   borne  by  consumers,  83.5^  by  owners 
Wholesale:   l6.5%  borne  by  consumers,  83.5^  by  owners 
Manufacturing:   11.0%  borne  by  consumers,  89%  by  owners 
Finance,  Insurance  and  Real  Estate:   l6.5%  borne  by  consumers, 
83.5%  by  owners 
■If  the  exporting  analysis  is  based  on  these  shifting  assumptions,  the 
overall  exporting  rate  becomes  46  percent,  compared  to  the  36  percent 
■  rate  from  Netzer's  Case  1.   See  Table  A-3  for  a  summary  of  the  Orr 
_^ase  comparable  to  that  for  the  two  "standard"  cases. 
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Another  recent  proposition  In  property  tax  Incidence  theory  has 

1^ 
been  put  forth  by  Peter  Mleszkowskl.     He  suggests  that  the  basic 

effect  of  the  imposition  of  property  taxes  is  to  decrease  the  yield 
of  reproducible  capital  in  general.   This  argument  can  only  be  applied 
to  the  nationwide  average  of  property  tax  rates:   relatively  high  tax 
rates  in  some  cities  and  towns  will  have  "excise  tax  effects"  super- 
imposed on  the  basic  effect;  they  will  raise  prices  of  goods  and 
services  produced  and/or  sold  in  the  community,  and/or  reduce  returns 
to  factors  of  production  (land,  labor).   The  average  level  of  tax  does 
not  increase  the  price  of  housing  serArices:   the  price  of  rental 
housing  is  not  increased,  and  owner-occupiers  pay  the  tax  only  in 
their  role  of  owners  of  capital  —  the  opportunity  cost  of  capital 
has  fallen.   For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  however,  only  the 
"excise  tax"  effects  in  Mieszkowski ' s  analysis  are  relevant,  which 
are  comparable  to  the  Netzer  approach  already  discussed.   The  reason 
for  this  is  that  although  capital  in  general  may  bear  part  of  the 
tax,  capital's  burden  will  not  be  affected  by  the  shift  proposed  in 
this  study,  which  is  designed  to  reduce  property  taxes  statewide  in 
Massachusetts.   In  1969  the  Massachusetts  average  effective  property 

tax  rate  was  the  third  highest  in  the  U.  S.,  and  1.6  times  the  mean " 
effective  tax  rate  for  the  entire  nation. ^^   (On  the  basis  of  more 
recent  data  the  estimate  is  that  the  Massachusetts  average  property 
tax  rate  is  now  the  highest  of  all  the  states.)   Thus  it  is  highly 
unlikely  that  a  statewide  reduction  will  either  put  Massachusetts 
below  the  mean  (turning  the  "excise  tax  effects"  negative),  or 
i^preciably  affect  the  mean;  therefore,  the  burden  on  capital  is 
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r constant.   Since  the  objective  of  this  study  is  to  trace  the  change 
In  Incidence  resulting  from  the  services  financing  shift,  it  is  not 
useful  to  look  at  the  total  burden  as  Mieszkowski  allocates  it,  since 
the  decrease  for  each  cell  in  the  matrix  will  not  be  proportional  to 
that  total  burden.   Orr's  analysis,  on  the  other  hand,  refers  t'o 
the  effects  of  the  interlocal  differential  part  of  the  tax  in  a  way 
different  from  Netzer's,  and  hence  is  an  alternative  which  is  perti- 
nent to  this  analysis.   Both  the  relative  differentials  and  the  common 
lowest  level  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  statewide  reduction  in 
property  taxes  so  that  the  change  in  burden  on  each  cell  may  be  roughly 
proportional  to  the  total.   The  implications  of  the  Orr  case  for  the 
results  of  this  study  will  be  discussed  where  appropriate  in  the  rest 
of  this  chapter. 

The  previous  sections  estimated  the  shares  of  the  Boston  property 
taxes  borne  by  Boston  residents  in  their  various  roles:   as  consumers 
of  housing  services,  consumers  of  goods  and  (non-housing)  services 
produced  and/or  sold  in  Boston,  owners  of  corporate  or  non-corporate 
Boston  enterprise.   It  now  remains  to  distribute  these  calculated 
shares  over  the  taxpayers  in  each  role  according  to  family  size  and 
economic  income  class.   Housing  consumption  is  discussed  immediately 
below,  followed  by  a  discussion  of  the  incidence  of  the  non-residential 
burden. 

Because  the  U.S.  Census  of  Government's  figures  used  as  the  basis 
for  allocating  the  property  tax  base  are  in  percentages  of  assessed 
value,  the  different  assessment  ratios  as  between  the  groupings  is 
■^f  no  concern.    In   the  following  discussion  a  constant  assessment 
ratio  is  assumed  for  all  single-family,  owner-occupied  units,  a 
constant  (not  necessarily  the  same  constant)  assessment  ratio  for 
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'all  renter-occupied  units,  and  a  constant  assessment  ratio  for  all 
owner-occupied  units  in  multi-unit  structures.   This  permits  the 
treatment  of  taxes  as  proportional  to  value  (or  rent),  as  reported 
in  the  U.  S.  Census  of  Housing. 

The  basic  methodology  used  to  estimate  housing  consumption  by 
families  classified  by  household  size  and  income  class  is  the  same 
for  single-family  owner-occupied  units  and  renter-occupied  units, 
because  the  data  provided  by  the  Census  of  Housing  is  similar  for 
each  of  them.   Although  the  discussion  which  follows  is  in  terms  of 
rents,  the  word  "value"  may  simply  be  substituted  wherever  "rent" 
appears,  in  order  to  make  the  discussion  applicable  to  owner- 
occupied  units  in  single-unit  structures. 

The  aim  of  the  procedure  outlined  below  is  to  calculate  the  mean 
rent  paid  by  households  in  each  household  size  by  income  class  cell 
within  the  economic  income  matrix  previously  developed.   Taxes  can 
then  be  distributed  throughout  the  cells  in  proportion  to  the  mean 
housing  expenditures  so  calculated. 

The  Census  of  Housing  (Metropolitan  Housing  Characteristics) 

provides  three  two-dimensional  matrices: 

1  f\ 

1.  Count  of  households  by  rent  by  income 

1  f, 

2.  Count  of  households  by  rent  by  household  size 

17 

3.  Count  of  households  by  income  by  household  size 

.  These  three  sets  of  data  were  used  to  construct  a  three-dimensional 
matrix  of  count  of  households  by  rent,  by  income,  and  by  household 
size.   Calculations  were  made  of  the  aggregate  rent  paid  by  each  income 
^lass  by  household  size  cell  (multiplying  the  mean  rent  in  each  rent 
class  by  the  number  of  households  in  the  rent  class  and  summing  across 
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^ent  classes);  and  from  that,  the  mean  rent  for  each  cell,  the  output 
desired.   The  three  matrices  were  combined  as  follows:   First,  the 
matrices  were  adjusted  to  reflect  the  same  row  and  column  totals 
(this  was  necessary  because  income  and  household  size  data  are 
collected  for  more  households  than  is  rent  (or  especially  value")  data. 
Then  the  three-dimensional  matrix  was  approximated  by  taking  the  rent 
by  income  matrix  and  assuming  that,  given  income,  rent  is  independent 
of  household  size;  that  is,  the  number  of  households  in  the  (i,J) 

(income  class,  rent  class)  cell  was  multiplied  by  the  fraction  of 

th 
all  households  in  the  i    income  class  with  household  size  k,  in 

order  to  get  the  number  of  households  in  income  class  i,  rent  class  J, 

and  household  size  k.   Finally,  through  iteration,  by  multiplying  rows 

and  columns,  this  matrix  was  adjusted  so  that  the  sum  through  any  one 

dimension  yielded  a  matrix  identical  to  one  of  the  three  original 

two-dimensional  matrices. 

This  process,  applied  to  housing  rents  and  values,  generated 
matrices  of  housing  consumption  (aggregate  and  mean  rent,  aggregate 
and  mean  value)  for  renters  and  for  owner-occupiers  of  single-unit 
structures,  by  income  class  and  household  size.   The  share  of  total 
property  taxes  falling  on  each  of  these  two  groups  (see  Tables  III-2 
and  111-3)  was  then  distributed  in  proportion  to  housing  consumption. 

An  approach  different  from  that  outlined  above  is  necessary  for 
.taxes  falling  on  owner-occupied  units  in  multi-unit  structures  be- 
cause the  Census  collects  no  data  on  the  value  of  these  units.   The 
number  of  households  by  income  class  and  household  size  which  fall 
.■ito  this  category  can  be  derived  by  a  subtractlve  process:   the 
total  matrix  (3)  mentioned  in  the  previous  section  minus  that  derived 
for  single-unit  owner-occupiers.   Two  alternative  assumptions  were 
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^used  to  secure  housing  consumption  figures  for  these  households: 

(1)  that  owner-occupiers  of  units  In  multi-unit  structures  who 
are  members  of  the  (l,k)  cell  (Income  class,  household  size)  consume 
housing  proportional  to  housing  consumption  of  single-unit  owner- 
occupiers  of  the  (l,k)  cell; 

(2)  that  owner-occupiers  of  units  In  multi-unit  structures  who 
are  members  of  the  (Ijk)  cell  consume  housing  proportional  to  housing 
consumption  of  renters  of  the  (i,k)  cell. 

In  terms  of  real  or  economic  Income  not  reflected  in  census  income 
figures  (especially  imputed  rents),  owner-occupied  households  in 
multi-unit  structures  are  more  like  single-unit  owner-occupiers  than 
renters;  thus  the  first  assumption  was  used  in  the  tabular  results. 
Taxes  borne  by  owner-occupiers  in  multi-unit  structures  (see  Tables 
III-2  and  III-3)  were  distributed  in  proportion  to  housing  consump- 
tion so  derived. 

The  residential  property  tax  burdens  on  the  three  groups,  derived 
above,  are  combined  to  give  the  aggregate  residential  tax  burden  for 
all  the  city's  households,  by  income  class  and  household  size.   The  mean 
residential  tax  for  each  cell  is  then  simply  the  aggregate  divided 
by  the  total  number  of  households  in  the  cell. 

The  final  stage  in  the  residential  analysis  is  to  convert  the 
above  results  in  terms  of  census  income  into  "economic  income"  results. 
This  is  done  by  deflating  the  economic  income  matrix  using  calculated 
under-reporting  percentages  in  order  to  determine  what  census  income 
categories  it  corresponds  to,  and  then  applying  the  appropriate  mean 
JP^x  results  to  the  economic  income  categories.   The  final  result  of 
these  computations.  Indicating  the  burden  of  property  taxes  on  Boston 
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Is  shown  in  Tables  III-^A  and  III-^B. 

TABLE  III  -  i|A 

PROPERTY  TAX  PAYMENTS  BY  RESIDENTS 
OF  CITY  OP  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS 
AS  CONSUMERS  OF  HOUSING  SERVICES,  1970 

Tax  Payments 
Economic  (thousands  Mean  Tax 

Income  Class  of  dollars)  Payments 

$     0-   999  $  8540.62  $273.68 

1,000-  1,999  1135.50  271.97 

2,000-  2,999  4080.76  274.02 

3,000-  3,999  4219.76  263.55 

4,000-  4,999  3820.80  254.47 

5,000-  5,999   .    •  4315.44  281.23 

6,000-  6,999  5994.32  289.90 

7,000-  7,999  6794.04  306.19 

8,000-  8,999  6226.29  319.82 

9,000-  9,999  6101.73  344.41 

10,000-11,999  9882.82  353.99 

12,000-14,999  9590.37  396.89 

15,000-24,999  11865.89  452.85 

25,000+  7693.06  540.24 

Total  $90261.38 

The  I96O-6I  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  (BLS)  survey  showing 
consumer  expenditures  by  income  class  and  family  size  for  urban 
areas  in  the  northeast  was  used  to  distribute  taxes  passed  on  to 
consumers.   The  BLS  survey  data  were  adjusted  using  the  Boston  con- 
sumer price  index  (1970/I96O)  to  reflect  real  income;  that  is,  it 
was  assumed  that  consumption  patterns  today  as  a  function  of 
constant  dollar  (purchasing  power)  income  are  the  same  as  they  were 
in  I96O-6I.   This  series  was  then  adjusted  to  fit  the  "economic 
income"  categories  in  a  manner  similar  to  housing  consumption  dis- 
cussed above. 

Taxes  borne  by  corporate  owners  are  distributed  according  to 
the  "property  income"  component  of  the  economic  income  matrix; 
/taxes  borne  by  non-corporate  owners,  according  to  "proprietorship 
income"  in  the  economic  income  matrix  for  families  and  unrelated 
individuals  in  the  City  of  Boston. 

Table  III-5  exhibits  the  burden  of  property  taxes  falling  on 
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^  Boston  residents  indirectly,  i.e.  as  owners  of  any  property  (  except 
residential  owner-occupiers) ,  and  consumers  of  goods  and  (non-housing) 
services.   Table  III-6  shows  the  total  burden  of  property  taxes  on 
residents  of  the  City  of  Boston,  the  direct  and  indirect  burdens  com- 
bined. .,  .  ' 

Application  of  Netzer's  Case  2,  which  has  greater  shifting  to 
consumers  than  the  assumptions  reflected  in  the  tables,  would  show 
higher  totals  in  Table  I1I-4A  and  Table  III-4B  (especially  in  the 
lower  income  ranges,  since  it  is  renter  taxes  which  are  added)  and 
generally  lower  totals  in  Table  III-5  (especially  in  the  upper  income 
ranges).   If  greater  shifting  were  assumed.  Table  III-6  would  show  a 
higher  total  tax  borne  by  Boston  residents  (because  of  less  net 
exporting),  the  increased  burden  being  picked  up  mostly  by  groups 
below  the  top  income  classes;  the  very  highest  class  would  actually 
pay  absolutely  lower  taxes  than  when  less  shifting  is  assumed. 

Under  the  Orr  hypothesis,  in  which  capital  bears  much  more  of  the 
tax,  the  totals  in  Table  III-4A  and  Table  III-4B  would  be  about  one- 
half  lower  than  those  shown;  in  Table  III-5,  about  one-fourth  higher 
than  those  shown,  with  more  of  the  tax  in  Table  1II-5  appearing  in  the 
upper  income  range  (owners)  than  the  lower  (consumers).   The  overall 
property  tax  borne  by  Boston  residents  (Table  111-6)  would  be  about 
one-sixth  less  than  that  shown,  with  the  burden  also  shifting  from 
lower  to  higher  income  residents  (e.g.,  the  lowest  two  income  classes 
would  pay  half  what  is  shown  in  the  table,  while  the  highest  class 
would  pay  more  taxes). 
^    The  Mieszkowski  proposition  applies  to  the  overall  present 
distribution  of  the  burden,  although  it  is  not  applicable  to  any 
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Wanalysis  of  shifting  service  financing  to  the  state;  that  is,  the 
burden  reduction,  in  the  event  of  the  shift,  is  not  proportional  to 
the  present  total  burden.   (For  the  Netzer  and  Orr  cases,  this  pro- 
portionality has  been  assumed.)   Since  Boston's  property  tax  rate  is 

1  8 
3.5  times  the  U.  S.  average,    29  percent  of  the  Boston  propert-y  tax 

is  borne  solely  as  a  reduction  in  the  rate  of  return  to  capital.   The 
remainder  has  "excise  tax  effects"  and  may  be  borne  by  consumers  of 
services  or  have  the  effect  of  reducing  returns  to  factors  of  pro- 
duction (capital,  labor  or  land).   Thus  its  results  would  seem  to  be 
somewhere  between  the  standard  case  and  the  Orr  case  discussed  above. 
Personal  Income  Tax 

The  Massachusetts  personal  income  tax  provides  the  largest 
single  source  of  revenue  for  the  state's  general  fund.   If  the  state 
assumes  financial  responsibility  for  the  package  of  municipal  services 
as  proposed,  then  much  of  the  state's  additional  revenue  requirements 
generated  by  those  recommendations  is  likely  to  be  met  through  in- 
creases in  the  personal  Income  tax.   This  section  of  the  analysis 
will  estimate  how  the  burden  of  Increased  state  income  taxes  will 
fall  on  City  of  Boston  residents. 

This  calculation  will  be  made  in  the  following  way:   First, 
average  state  income  tax  payment  for  each  classification  of  family 

'unit  (i.e.,  each  cell  in  the  economic  income  class  by  family  size 
matrix)  is  estimated.   The  matrix  of  average  tax  payments  is  then 
used  to  sum  up  (by  multiplying  by  the  number  of  units  in  each  cell) 
the  total  Income  tax  payments  in  Boston  and  determine  the  proportion 

'Mpf   this  total,  that  each  cell  of  the  economic  income  by  family  size 
matrix  pays.   Then  an  estimate  is  made  of  the  proportion  of  total 
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W   state  income  tax  revenues  that  are  collected  in  Boston.   With  the  pro- 
portion of  state  income  tax  collected  in  Boston  and  the  proportion  of 
Boston  income  tax  collections  paid  by  each  type  of  family  unit,  the 
percentage  contribution  to  the  total  state  collections  of  each  Boston 
family  unit  can  be  estimated.   These  individual  percentage  contribu- 
tions to  present  income  tax  revenues  are  subsequently  applied  to  the 
additional  amount  of  income  tax  revenue  required  to  finance  local 
services  recommended  for  shifting  to  the  state.   This,  in  effect, 
assumes  that  any  individual  tax-paying  unit  will  pay  the  same  propor- 
tion of  the  additional  required  state  revenues  that  he  or  she  pays 
of  present  state  tax  collections.   The  implication  of  this  is  that 
the  tax  rate  structure  will  not  be  changed  but  that  a  surcharge  will 
be  levied  on  current  tax  bills  sufficient  to  produce  the  needed 
revenues. 

The  remainder  of  this  section  discusses  in  greater  detail  the 
above  procedure,  citing  the  sources  of  data  used  and  the  assumptions 
and  limitations  implicit  in  the  calculations.   The  current  Massachu- 
setts state  income  tax  consists  of  a  five  percent  flat-rate  levy  on 

19 
earned  income,  and  a  nine  percent  flat  rate  levy  on  unearned  income. 

Earned  income  includes  wages,  salaries,  net  rental  income  and  savings 

bank  interest.   Capital  gains,  dividends  and  particular  kinds  of 

interest  comprise  unearned  income.   Personal  exemptions  are  $2,000 

for  an  individual  or  the  first  family  member  and  $600  for  each 

additional  family  member.   An  individual  is  exempt  from  any  income 

taxation  if  he  or  she  makes  less  than  $3,000,  and  a  family  with 

^fcincome  under  $5,000  pays  no  taxes.   Tne  full  amount  of  capital  gains 

is  taxable  in  Massachusetts  in  contrast  to  federal  laws  which  permit 

50  percent  of  net  capital  gains  income  to  be  deducted  from  taxable 
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income.   The  two  flat  rates,  the  personal  exemptions  and  other 

deduction  provisions  create  an  effective  tax  rate  structure  that  Is 

more  progressive  than  a  single  flat  rate  system. 

Edv/ard  Moscovltch  calculated  the  average  tax  rate  for  each  of 

various  income  classes.   The  average  number  of  exemptions,  the' 

average  proportion  of  Income  derived  from  capital  gains  and  dividends 

served  as  the  basis  for  deriving  the  average  tax  rates  for  each 
20- 


income  bracket 


These  rates  are  shown  in  Table  III-7 


TABLE  III  -  7 
ESTIMATE  OF  MASSACHUSETTS  INCOME  TAX  RATES,  1970 


Income  Bracket 

$        0-  800 

800-  1,300 

1,300-  2,600 

2,600-  4,000 

4,000-  5,300 

5,300-  6,600 

6,600-  8,000 

8,000-  9,300 

9,300-  10,600 

10,600-  12,000 

12,000-  13,000 

13,000-  20,000 

20,000  .  26,000 

26,000-  33,000 

33,000  40,000 

40,000-  66,000 

66,000-  130,000 

130,000-  300,000 

300,000-  700,000 

700,000-2,000,000 

2,000,000  or  more 


Tax  Rate  as  Percentage 
of  Taxable  Income 

0% 

0 

0 

0 

0 
2.6 
2.7 
2.9 
2.9 
3.1 
3.3 
3.7 
4.1 

4.5 

4.7 

5.1 

.   5.6 

6.3 
7.1 
7.5 
7.8 


Source;  Moscovltch,  op . cit .  Table  111-3^ 
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i 

The  method  by  which  the  average  tax  payments  of  Boston  residents 
are  calculated  Is  to  multiply  these  rates  by  the  average  taxable  in- 
come for  each  cell  of  the  matrix  displaying  the  economic  income  by 
family  size.   Because  Moscovitch  uses  statewide  IRS  data  to  calculate 
his  rates,  an  assumption  is  involved  in  applying  these  rates  to 
Boston.   More  precisely,  it  is  assumed  that  the  distribution  with 
respect  to  income  class  of  the  average  number  of  exemptions,  income 
claimed  in  deductions  and  unearned  income  is  the  same  for  Boston  as 
it  is  for  the  whole  state. 

To  calculate  the  average  tax  payments  within  an  economic  income 
class,  these  rates  are  applied  to  the  average  taxable  income  corre- 
sponding to  each  economic  income  class.   The  most  relevant  data  source 
for  taxable  income  is  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  reports  of  personal 
income  tax  returns,  which  give  average  adjusted  gross  income.   How- 
ever, adjusted  gross  income  cannot  be  used  for  this  purpose  for  two 
reasons:   (1)  It  is  reported  for  the  City  of  Boston  for  only  five 
income  classes,  as  contrasted  with  the  fourteen  income  classes  of 
economic  income.   (2)  Economic  income  is  generated  from  census  income 
as  its  basic  data  source,  and  therefore,  one  can  go  back  and  forth 
from  census  income  to  economic  income  by  using  the  under-reporting 
percentages.   One  cannot  go  back  and  forth  from  adjusted  gross  income 
to  economic  income.   Therefore,  to  secure  taxable  income,  a  deflation 
of  economic  income  back  to  census  income  is  used,  capital  gains  are 
added,  and  transfer  income  is  deleted. 

^    Adjusted  gross  income  and  census  income  in  terms  of  distribution 
and  total  amount  are  quite  similar  for  Boston.   The  two  income  measures 
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are  similar  In  concept.   Two  differences,  however,  are  that  adjusted 
gross  income  Includes  one  half  the  amount  of  net  capital  gains  while 
census  income  excludes  the  reporting  of  capital  gains,  and  census 
income  contains  transfer  Income  while  adjusted  gross  Income  does  not. 
A  comparison  of  average  census  income  and  average  adjusted  gross  income 
per  return  as  well  as  the  total  of  each  for  the  City  of  Boston  appears 
in  Table  III-8. 


TABLE  III  -  8 
COMPARISON  OF  CENSUS  INCOME  AND  ADJUSTED  GROSS  INCOME  (AGD^i  1969 


J 


Income  Class 
(thousand 
dollars)  Average  Census  Income     Average  AGI  per  Return 

$  0  -  3  $        1,214  $        1,454 

3-5  3,964  4,010 

5-10  7,284  7,259 

10  -  15  12,073  12,059 

15  +  21,792  30,645 

Total  Income  $1,972,754,000  $2,022,251,000 

Source:  U.  S.  Census  of  Population,  Federal  Individual  Income  Tax 
Return  Data  for  Each  Five  Digit  Zip  Code  Area  in 
Massachusetts:  1969,  IRS,  May,  1972.  '~ 
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For  each  economic  income  class,  the  following  calculation  Is  made 
to  determine  the  mean  taxable  income  corresponding  to  that  class: 
Within  each  economic  income  class,  the  income  is  broken  down  into 
sources,  and  these  sources  are  deflated  by  using  the  under-reporting 
percentages  developed  above.   Capital  gains  are  then  added  and  trans- 
fer income  is  deleted.   Finally,  this  total  is  divided  by  the  number 
of  units  in  the  economic  income  class  to  get  a  mean  taxable  income 
figure.   The  Moscovitch  tax  rates  are  applied  to  this  mean  taxable 
income  to  get  the  mean  state  income  tax  payments.   The  mean  tax  bill 
corresponds  to  the  family-of-four  category  within  each  economic  income 

class,  because  the  mean  family  size  throughout  the  taxable  income  range 

21 
(family  income  above  $5,000)  is  four  members.     To  adjust  the  tax  pay- 
ment for  other  family  sizes,  $30  (equivalent  to  the  earned  income  tax 
rate  of  five  percent  multiplied  by  $600,  the  exemption  for  each  family 
member)  is  subtracted  or  added  from  the  tax  bill  for  each  additional 
or  fewer  family  member. 

For  unrelated  individuals  (corresponding  to  a  family  size  of  one) 
some  additional  calculations  are  made.   The  exemption  structure  for 
individuals  is  basically  the  same,  so  that  $30  is  added  to  the  tax  bill 
above  what  a  family  of  two  in  the  same  economic  income  class  pays. 
However,  the  average  capital  gains  income  for  families  and  for  indivi- 
duals in  any  particular  income  class  differs.   Therefore,  to  correct 
for  this,  four  percent  is  multiplied  by  the  difference  between  capital 
gains  income  of  individuals  and  of  families  and  this  product  is  added 
^o  the  tax  bill  of  the  unrelated  individual.   The  four  percent  figure  is 
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used  because  while  the  extra  capital  gains  income  is  being  taxed  at 
nine  percent,  it  is  displacing  in  the  mean  income  of  that  class  some 
earned  income  taxed  at  five  percent.   Therefore,  the  net  additional 
tax  is  four  percent  of  the  extra  unearned  income.   For  some  categories 
in  the  middle  income  ranges,  individuals  made  less  capital  gains  in- 
come than  families  so  that  a  negative  amount  is  added  to  the  tax  bill 
of  individuals  in' that  category.   In  the  case  of  the  $5,000  -  $6,000 
and  tho  $^,000  -  $7,000  economic  income  categories  where  no  family- 
tax  rate  is  applicable  (because  the  corresponding  taxable  income  is 
below  the  $5,000  zero  tax  level),  the  tax  was  estimated  by  taking 
five  percent  of  the  deflated  earned  income  sources  (wages,  salaries, 
and  proprietary),  and  nine  percent  of  the  unearned  income  sources 
(property  and  capital  gains). 

To  estimate  the  proportion  of  state  income  tax  revenues  collected 
in  the  City  of  Boston,  the  ratio  of  federal  income  tax  collected  in 
Boston  to  federal  income  tax  collected  in  Massachusetts  is  used. 
Despite  the  difference  in  exemptions  and  unearned  income  rate  as  be- 
tween state  and  federal  Income  taxes,  the  structure  of  tax  rates 

(not  actual  rate  levels)  with  respect  to  income  is  similar  for 

22 
Massachusetts  and  for  the  federal  income  tax.     Therefore,  it  is 

assumed  that  the  proportion  of  Boston  collections  relative  to  state 

collections  is  the  same  for  the  two  taxes.   The  total  federal 

collections  in  Boston  is  determined  by  totalling  for  all  the  zip 

23 
codes  in  Boston  the  IRS  data  provided  by  zip  code.     The  total 
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federal  collections  for  the  state  is  given  in  the  IRS  statistics  of 
W    Income,  Individual  Income  Tax  Returns.    The  proportion  of  Boston  to 
state  collections  determined  in  this  way  is  12  percent. 

An  estimate  of  the  total  state  income  tax  collections  is  made 
from  the  matrix  of  mean  tax  payments.   The  total  for  Boston  derived 
from  this  matrix  is  $72,026,100.   Twelve  percent  of  the  actual- total 
state  income  tax  collections  for  1970  is  $62,154,240..  The  former 
figure  is  16  percent  larger  than  the  estimate  of  actual  collections. 
Therefore,  a  new  matrix  of  tax  payments  is  created  by  dividing  each 
element  in  the  old  tax  payment  matrix  by  l.l6.   This  provides  a  matrix 
which  gives  a  total  state  income  collection  of  $62,154,240,  yet  main- 
tains the  same  proportional  contribution  of  each  particular  family 
unit.   The  results  of  these  procedures  are  shown  in  Tables  III-9A 
and  1II-9B. 

TABLE  III  -  9A 

COMMONWEALTH  OP  MASSACHUSETTS  INCOME  TAXES 
COLLECTED  FROM  RESIDENTS  OF  CITY  OF  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS,  1970 


Total  Tax 

Payments 

Economic 

(thousands 

Income 

Class 

of  dollars) 

$      0 

_ 

999 

$      0.00 

1,000 

- 

1,999 

0.00 

2,000 

- 

2,999 

0.00 

3,000 

- 

3,999 

0.00 

4,000 

- 

4,999 

0.00 

5,000 

- 

5,999 

563.12 

6,000 

- 

6,999 

1,550.75 

7,000 

- 

7,999 

3,770.27 

8,000 

- 

8,999 

3,811.29 

9,000 

- 

9,999 

4,090.99 

10,000 

- 

11,999 

7,342.89 

12,000 

- 

14,999 

8,377.77 

15,000 

- 

24,999 

14,696.36 

25, 

000+ 

17,950.75 

Total 

$62,154.19 

Mean  Tax 
Payments 

$     0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

36.70 

75.00 

169.92 

195.77 

230.92 

263.02 

346.71 

560.87 

1,260.57 
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One  Issue  which  has  nof been  dealt  with  In  the  preceding  analysis 

of  the  Incidence  of  the  Income  tax  Is  the  effect  of  deducting  state 

f    Income  tax  payments  from  federal  taxable  Income, as  discussed  In  the 

beginning  of  this  chapter.   The  change  in  the  Income  incidence 

structure  with  respect  to  Income  class  of  the  state  tax  is  quite 

24 
dramatic  when  deduction  from  federal  taxes  is  taken  into  account. 

The  effective  incidence  shifts  from  a  progressive  to  a  nearly  propor- 
tional or  slightly  regressive  structure.   Although  inclusion  of  this 
deduction  does  not  change  the  calculations  of  the  actual  amounts  of 
Income  taxes  paid  to  Massachusetts  by  any  family,  it  does  Influence 
any  julo^.^ents  concerning  the  relative  equity  of  the  burden  of  the 
shifted  taxes. 
Sales  Tax 

An  estimate  of  the  amount  of  sales  tax  paid  by  each  unit  in  the 
.family  size  by  economic,  income  class  matrix  was  based  on  the  1972 
Optional  State  Sales  Tax  Table  for  Massachusetts  Included  in  the  Federal 
Individual  Income  Tax  Form  1040  (page  21),   In  order  to  estimate  any 
one  cell  of  the  matrix,  the  mean  taxable  Income  was  calculated  and  the 
amount  of  allowable  sales  tax  deduction  was  determined  for  the  family 
unit.   For  families  with  under  $3,000  Income  or  over  $20,000  Income, 
the  formula  given  in  the  table  was  used  to  estimate  sales  tax  payments. 

This  procedure  results  in  an  estimate  of  $64,144,000  in  sales 
tax  payments  by  residents  of  the  Commonwealth  and  $6,429,000  paid  by 
City  of  Boston  residents.   The  ratio  of  these  two  figures  was  used  as 
the  estimate  of  Boston  residents'  share  of  total  collections  from 
residents  of  the  state  (10.023^).   The  actual  amount  of  sales  tax 
collections  in  the  Commonwealth  was  $168,443,000  in  1970.   Charles 


# 


cLure  estimates  that  20.4  percent  of  the  Massachusetts  sales  tax  is 


25 
exported  from  the  state.     In  applying  McLure ' s  figure, it  may  be 
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^  expected  that  of  the  $168,^43,000  total,  79-6  percent,  of  $134,081,000, 
is  collected  from  residents  of  the  Commonwealth.   Using  the  above-cited 
clty-to-state  ratio  generates  an  estimate  of  $13,439,000  for  Boston 
residents.   Since  the  sales  tax  allowances  authorized  by  the  U.S. 
Internal  Revenue  Service  are  clearly  understated,  this  error  is 
corrected  by  multiplying  each  element  in  the  estimated  Boston  sales 
tax  matrix  by  the  constant: 

$168,443/$64',144  x  .796  =  2.0903 
to  bring  the  total  to  $13,439,000. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  the  sales  tax  in  Massachusetts  is  not  as 
regressive  as  a  general  sales  tax  is  depicted  to  be.   This  is  because 
of  the  broad  base  of  exempt  items,  including  all  food  and  clothing, 
which,  along  with  housing,  comprise  the  bulk  of  expenditures  of  lower- 
income  households.   The  final  incidence  of  the  Massachusetts  sales 
tax  on  Boston  residents  is  summarized  in  Tables  III-lOA  and  III-IOB. 
Motor  Fuel  Excise  Tax 

The  motor  fuel  excise  tax  in  the  Commonwealth  is  a  growing 
revenue  source  for  the  State  Highway  Fund  (barring  major  exacerbations 
in  the  current  fuel  shortage).   Following  calculations  for  the  other 
two  major  state  taxes,  there  are  two  stages  in  estimating  taxes  paid 
by  families  in  the  City  of  Boston.   First,  Boston's  share  of  the  state 
total  is  calculated.   Second,  the  Boston  share  is  distributed  across 
families  by  family  size  and  income  level.   These  two  procedures  are 
discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

There  are  two  ways  in  which  Boston  residents  pay  the  state  motor 
^fuel  excise:   directly  as  consumers  of  gasoline,  and  indirectly  as 
consumers  of  goods  and  services  the  prices  of  which  may  include  some 
gasoline  tax.   The  latter  occurs  because  a  business  in  the  state  treats 
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TABLE  III  -  lOA 


COMMONWEALTH  OP  MASSACHUSETTS  SALES  TAXES 
COLLECTED  FROM  RESIDENTS  OF  CITY  OF  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS  ,1970 


Total  Tax 
Payments 
Economic  (thousands         "        Mean  Tax 

Income  Class  of  dollars)  Payments 


5     0     999  $   132.80               $   4.26 

1,000  -  1,999  17.61  4.22 

2,000  -  2,999  129.71  8.71 

3,000  -  3,999  217.62  13.59 

4,000  -  4,999    -  281.87  18.77 

5,000  -  5,999  358.09  23.34 

6,000  -  6,999  600.44  29.04 

7,000  -  7,999  830.57  37.43 

8,000  -  8,999  894.01  45.92 

9,000  -  9,999  ■  939.04  53.00 

10,000  -11,999  1851.87  66.33 

12,000  -14,999  1909.94  79.04 

15,000  -24,999  2789.70  106.47 

25,000+  2488.47  174.75 

Total  $13441.74 
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0  the  gasoline  tax  it  pays  on  Its  trucks  and  trailers  a  cost  of  doing 
business  and  passes  on  this  cost  to  Its  customers  in  the  form  of 
higher  prices.   Boston  residents  had  149,279  motor  vehicles  registered 
out  of  2,490,950  total  vehicles  registered  In  the  state  as  a  whole  In 
1970.   Assuming  that  driving  habits  are  similar  across  the  state,  the 
ratio  of  these  two  numbers  gives  the  direct  share  of  the  gasoline  tax 
paid  by  Boston  residents  —  5.993  percent.   Businesses  In  Boston  had 
16,361  trucks  and-  trailers  registered,  which  Is  .657  percent  of  the 
total   "--Tiber  of  such  vehicles  In  the  state.   According  to  the  general 
consumer  arguments  developed  In  the  property  tax  discussion,  a  tax  on 
Boston  business  which  Is  passed  on  entirely  to  consumers  will  be 
73  percent  exported  (net  of  Importing  from  the  rest  of  the  state). 
This  mea-ns  that  the  additional  (Indirect)  share  paid  by  Boston  resi- 
dents Is  .177  percent  of  the  total  motor  fuel  excise,  and  a  total 
share  (as  auto  owners  and  net  consumers)  of  6.17  percent  (5-99  plus 
.18)  of  the  total  state  tax  borne  by  Boston  residents. 

The  direct  share  of  the  tax  was  distributed  across  families  by 
the  following  procedure:   Table  B-3  of  the  Metropolitan  Housing 
Characteristics  of  the  1970  Census  gives  the  number  of  cars  available 
to  households  by  income  class  for  the  City  of  Boston.   The  U.  S. 
Department  of  Transportation    and  the  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Public  Works  (in  its  motor  fuel  excise  estimates)  calculate  that  the 

.average  car  uses  843  gallons  of  gasoline  per  year.   If  this  is  true 
for  Massachusetts,  then  the  average  contribution  to  the  motor  fuel 
excise  tax  receipts  in  1970  was: 

,^  843  gallons  x  6.5(1;  per  gallon  =  $54,795  per  car 
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^This  payment  per  car  multiplied  by  the  number  of  cars  registered,  in 
Massachusetts  gives  an  estimate  of  $136,392,000  in  motor  fuel  excise 
tax  revenue  for  Massachusetts,  only  slightly  higher  than  actual  1970 
collections  of  $135,916,000.   The  ratio  of  these  two  was  calculated 
and  used  to  adjust  the  calculated  mean  tax  figures  discussed  below: 

b  =  $135,916/$136,392  =  .9965 
The  number  of  cars  available  by  income  class  was  multiplied  by  the 

.  mean  tax  per  car  to  get  the  aggregate  tax  for  each  income  class.   Then 
the  num^o"^  of  cars  available  was  assumed  to  be  independent  of  family 
size,  given  income  class  (the  number  of  motor  vehicles  is  likely  to  be 
a .function  of  the  number  of  people  in  the  household  who  are  working 
father  than  simply  the  number  of  people),  except  for  unrelated  indivi- 
. duals  who\.:clearly .  would  not  be  likely  to.  operate  more  than  one  car 
full  time.   The  mean  tax  per  household  was  calculated  by  (1)  dividing 
the  aggregate  tax  for  the  income  class  by  the  total  number  of  house- 
holds in  the  income  class,  and  (2)  by  assigning  this  mean  tax  to  all 
household  sizes  in  the  income  class  except  unrelated  individuals  (it 
was  assumed  that  individuals  pay  10  percent  less  on  the  average;  this 
reduction  in  what  unrelated  individuals  pay  adds  slightly  to  the  share 
paid  by  families).   The  number  of  cars  reported  in  the  1970  Census 
for  residents  of  the  City  of  Boston  was  only  115,911,  which  is  less 
than  the  149,279  reported  by  the  State  Department  of  Public  Works. 
Thus  another  corrective  factor  was  applied  to  get  the  mean  tax  in  each 
cell: 

a  =  149,279/115,911  =  1.2879 
'^  The  tax  estimated  as  above  for  each  income  class  by  household 

size  was  multiplied  by  a  to  convert  cars  enumerated  by  the  U.  S.  Census 
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to  registered  cars,  and  by  b  to  make  the  total  calculated  revenue 
correspond  to  the  actual  collections.   Finally,  these  adjusted  mean 
tax  figures  were  applied  to  the  appropriate  economic  Income  class  cells, 
using  the  same  correspondence  between  census  Income  and  economic  income 
discussed  In  the  property  tax  section  of  this  chapter. 

The  indirect  portion  of  the  tax,  minus  its  exported  component,  was 
distributed  across  families  and  unrelated  individuals  according  to  the 
general  consumption  matrix  adapted  from  BLS  196O-6I  data,  discussed  in 
the  property  tax  section.   The  summation  of  the  direct  and  indirect  com- 
ponents of  the  motor  fuel  excise  tax  burden  of  the  City  of  Boston  resi- 
dents is  shown  in  Tables  III-IIA  and  III-llB. 
Tax  Burden  Distribution 

The  previous  results  may  be  summarized  by  looking  at  the  percentage 
distribution  of  all  the  taxes  across  Income  classes  (Table  III-12)  and 
the  tax  burden  (tax  liability  divided  by  Income)  for  each  class (Table  111-13' 

TABLE  111  -  llA 

COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS  MOTOR  FUEL 
EXCISE  TAXES  COLLECTED  FROM  RESIDENTS  OF  CITY 
OF  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS 

Total  Tax  Payments 
(thousands  of  dollars) 

$  361.40 

51.37 

196.02 

226.40 

229.19 

270.90 

439.26 

591.13 

650.17 

676.44 

1225.76 

1217.28 

1482.36 

25,000+  854.35. 

Total  $8472.03 
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Even  if  the  lowest  income  class  is  ignored  (its  bias  has  been 
previously  discussed),  the  property  tax  is  regressive  along  its  full 
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I  range.   The  state  Income  tax,  because  of  the  standard  $2,000  deduction 
and  the  higher  rate  of  tax  on  unearned  Income,  Is  mildly  progressive 
among  those  who  pay  It  at  all  (economic  Income  over  $5,000).   Except 
for  the  lowest  class,  the  state  sales  tax  Is  also  mildly  progressive 
across  the  low  and  middle  range  (up  to  $12,000  economic  income)  and 
declines  slightly  as  a  percent  of  Income  for  the  highest  income 
groups.   This  is  because  of  the  exemption  of  food  and  clothing  from 
the  tax,  which  comprise  a  greater  part  of  consumption  for  low  Income 
familip^^   Finally,  the  state  motor  fuel  excise  tax  is  regressive 
over  the  range  of  economic  incomes  up  to  $6,000,  mildly  progressive 
from  that  point  to  $12,000  (probably  due  to  the  fact  that  the  number 
of  cars  per  family  increases  with  Income),  declining  again  as  a  per- 
cent of  income  at  the  top  of  the  income  range. 

The  overall  burden  of  all  four  taxes  combined  as  presently  levied 
is  shown  in  column  5  of  Tables  III-12  and  III-13,  and  is  also  depicted  in 
Figure  I1I-2.   Because  the  property  tax  is  proportionately  the  heaviest 
of  the  four,  its  regressivity  dominates  the  overall  series,  with 
slight  progressivity  appearing  in  the  $4 , 000-$8 , 000  economic  income 
range  because  all  three  of  the  other  taxes  are  progressive  in  that 
range.   Using  the  Orr  hypothesis.  Column  1  of  Table  III-12  would  have 
shown  lower  percentages  of  the  property  tax  for  every  income  group  ex- 
cept the  highest,  the  top  class  alone  bearing  almost  25  percent  of  the 
tax.   The  distribution  of  all  taxes  combined  would  also  have  been  less 
regressive,  both  because  the  property  tax  input  is,  less  regressive  and 
because  the  property  tax  is  less  heavy  on  Boston  residents  since  there 
M   "^   more  exporting  under  Orr's  formula. 
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TABLE  III  -  12 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  TAX  PAYMENTS  IN  CITY  OF  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS, 

)  1970 

(as  percent) 


Local 

State 

State 

State 

Economic 

Property 

Income 

Sales 

Motor  Fuel 

Income 
0 

Class 
999 

Tax 

Tax 

Tax 
1.0^ 

Excise 

Total 

5.3f» 

4.3^ 

3.7% 

1,000 

-  1,999 

0.9 

— 

0.1 

0.6 

0.6 

2,000 

-  2,999 

3.2 

- 

1.0 

2.3 

2.3 

3,000 

-  3,999 

3.5 

— 

1.6 

2.7 

2.5 

/J, 000 

-  4,999 

3.4 

— 

2.1 

2.7 

2.5 

5,000 

-  5,999 

4.1 

0.9^ 

2.7 

3.2 

3.2 

•6,000 

-  6,999 

6.0 

2.4 

4.5 

5.2 

5.0 

7,000 

-  7,999 

7.1 

6.1 

6.2 

7.0 

6.8 

8,000 

-  8,999 

6.7 

6.1 

6.6 

7.7 

6.6 

9,000 

-  9,999 

6.6 

6.6 

7.0 

8.0 

6.7 

10,000 

-11,999 

11.2 

11.8 

13.8 

14.5 

11.6 

12,000 

-14,999 

11.2 

13.5 

14.2 

14.4 

12.1 

15,000 

-24,999 

15.5 

23.6 

20.7 

17.5 

17.9 

25, 

000+ 

15.2 

28.9 

18.5 

10.0 

18.6 

Totals 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


TABLE  III  -  13 


MEAN  TAX  AS  A  PERCENT  OF  MEAN  INCOME  IN  CITY  OF  BOSTON 

BY  INCOME  CLASS,  1970 


Economic 
Income  Class 


0 

1,000 

2,000 

3,000 

4,000 

5,000 

6,000 

7,000 

8,000 

,9-,  000 

10,000 

2,000 

f5,000 

25, 


999 

-  1,999 

-  2,999 

-  3,999 

-  4,999 

-  5,999 

-  6,999 

-  7,999 

-  8,999 

-  9,999 

-  11,999 

-  14,999 

-  24,999 
000  + 


Property 

Income 

Tax 

Tax 

483.67% 

0.00% 

18.89 

0.00 

13.88 

0.00 

10.18 

0.00 

8.16 

0.00 

7.76 

0.67 

7.20 

1.15 

6.90 

2.26 

6.58 

2.30 

6.36 

2.42 

5.86 

2.39 

5.59 

2.58 

5.02 

2.96 

4.52 

3.31 

Sales 

Motor  Fuel 

Tax 

Excise  Tax 
20.31% 

Total 

7.46% 

511.44% 

0.24 

0.69 

19.82 

0.34 

0.52 

14.75 

0.39 

0.41 

10.98 

0.41 

0.34 

8.91 

0.42 

0.32 

9.17 

0.44 

0.32 

9.11 

0.50 

0.36 

10.02 

0.54   , 

0.39 

9.82 

0.56 

0.40 

9.74 

0.60 

0.40 

9.25 

0.59 

0.38 

9.14 

0.56 

0.30 

8.84 

0.46 

0.16 

8.45 
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FIGURE  III  -  2 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  TAX  BURDEN  IN 
CITY  OF  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS,  1970 


CO 

s 

w 
o 


H 

w 

O 
o 

H 

O 
H 

o 

o 

o 

w 

o 

K 

< 

o 

Q 

K 

W 
P-i 

CO 
W 
X 

<c 

Eh 


20 
18 

16 
14 
12 
TD-. 

8 

6 

4 

2 


< 

• 

1 

t 

1 

1 

> 

1 

1 

1 

< 

t 

1 

cr^ 

cr\ 

cy\ 

a> 

0\ 

CTN 

C7> 

a\ 

CTn 

CTN 

cr> 

cn 

0) 

cn 

CJ^ 

a\ 

C3> 

CA 

O^ 

a^ 

cr\ 

a^ 

OA 

C^^ 

C3A 

?H 

a^ 

C3A 

a\ 

OA 

OA 

a^ 

C!A 

a^ 

OA 

C!A 

c:> 

C7^ 

O 

1 

1 

en 

1 

^3- 
1 

1 

1 

1 

OO 

1 

1 

rH 

-3- 

C\J 

B 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

u 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

r-\ 

C\J 

en 

^T 

LPi 

U3 

t— 

CO 

a^ 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

in 

C\J 

INCOME  CLASS  (DOLLARS) 


) 


Lowest  income  class  has  not  been  Included  because  it  would 
be  far  off  the  chart.   See  column  5  of  Table  III-13. 
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B.   TAX  BTTRDEN  EFFECTS  OF  STATE  ASSUMPTION 
)     OF  ADMINISTRATION/FINANCING  OF  SELECTED  MUNICIPAL  SERVICES 

To  determine  the  effects  on  tax  payments  by  household  groups  of 

the  proposed  shifting  of  services  administration  and/or  financing 

from  the  local  to  the  state  level,  several  explicit  assumptions  must 

be  made  about  how  the  shift  would  occur: 

(1)  The  Boston  property  tax  would  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of 
current  (1970)  expenditures  on  the  services  being  shifted  (column  1 
of  Table  III-14).   -Estimated  relief  to  local  taxpayers  is  equivalent 
to  the  locally-raised  (non-exported)  share  of  such  property  taxes 
distributed  in  proportion  to  how  much  of  the  burden  is  presently  borne 
by  different  household  groups. 

(2)  The  total  increase  in  state  taxes  to  cover  the  financing  of 
the  shifted  municipal  services  is  equal  to  the  1970  statewide  expendi- 
tures by  cities  and  towns  for  these  services.   (See  column  3  of 
Table  III-14) . 

It  is  clear  that  Boston  residents'  share  of  these  incremental 
state  taxes  depends  on  which  taxes  are  used  to  finance  the  increase 
to  the  Commonwealth  and  on  Boston's  allocation  of  the  statewide  base 
for  each  tax. 

Several  alternatives  are  open  to  the  state  in  financing  the 
additional  costs;  this  report  examines  two  of  the  more  likely  choices: 

(1)  Increases  in  the  state  sales  tax,  state  income  tax,  and  state 
motor  fuel  excise  tax. 

(2)  Increases  in  the  state  income  tax  and  motor  fuel  excise  tax. 
Shifting  the  Financing  to  Three  State  Taxes:  Sales,  Income,  and  Motor  Fuel 

-^   Boston's  1970  expenditures  for  all  the  services  discussed  in  this 
report  amount  of  $73,829,000,  or  roughly  one-fourth  of  the  city's  total 


/ 
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'  property  tax  levy.  Since  the  city's  residents  however,  pay  only  60 
percent  of  this  total,  according  to  the  estimates  generated  in  this 
report,  the  total  local  relief  would  be  reduced  to  $47,029,000. 

The  estimated  cost  of  these  services  to  all  cities  and  towns  in 
the  state  (including  Boston)  is  $236,686,000.   Thus  Boston  residents 
in  1970  contributed  20  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  these  services, 
mainly  through  property  taxes.   In  contrast,  Boston  residents  pay 
only  12  percent  of  the  state  income  tax,  8  percent  of  the  sales  tax, 
and  6  percent  of  the  gasoline  tax,  mainly  because  they  have  lower 
average  Incomes  and  less  consumption  than  the  rest  of  the  state. 
Thus  a  financing  shift  from  local  property  taxes  to  any  combination 
of  these  other  state  taxes  must  result  in  a  lower  total  tax  burden 
on  Boston  residents. 

The  shift  to  three  state  taxes  under  this  alternative  would 
have  the  following  results: 

(1)  The  Boston  property  tax  is  reduced  by  $73,829,000; 

(2)  The  sales  tax  is  increased  by  $110,416,000; 

(3)  The  income  tax  is  increased  by  the  same  amount  as  the 
sales  tax; 

(4)  The  motor  fuel  excise  if  raised  by  $15,853,000. 

Of  the  total  increases  in  state  taxes,  Boston  residents  would  pay 
$8.8  million  of  the  sales  tax  increase,  $13-3  million  of  the  in- 
come tax  increase,  and  $990  thousand  of  the  gasoline  tax  increase, 
resulting  in  a  total  tax  increase  of  $23-1  million,  offset  by  the 
local  share  of  the  property  tax  reduction  of  $47.0  million.  This 
jLeaves  a  net  reduction  in  taxes  paid  by  Boston  residents  of  $23-9 
million. 
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It  is  Important  to  take  note  of  the  relative  magnitude  of 

this  result.   Total  state  and  local  property,  income,  sales  and 
gasoline  taxes  borne  by  Boston  residents  in  1970  amounted  to 
$236.8  million.   By  shifting  the  source  of  financing  for  selected  • 
municipal  services  without  making  adjustments  for  service  levels 
and  price  changes,  the  total  state  and  local  tax  burden  on  Boston 
residents  can  be  reduced  by  about  10  percent. 

The  distribution  of  the  resulting  burden  is  changed  by  the 
shift  from  a  highly  regressive  tax  source  to  several  less  regressive 
financing  sources.   Changes  in  payments  by  income  class  and  family 

size  are  shown  in  Tables  III-14  and  III-I5.   These  tables  show  the 
total  (and  mean)  tax  decline  for  all  income  groups,  and  indicate 
that  the  shift  is  progressive  in  the  sense  of  giving  greater  relief 
(per  dollar  of  income)  as  one  moves  down  the  income  scale.   However, 
this  makes  the  resulting  total  burden  of  the  four  taxes  only  very 
slightly  less  regressive  (the  slope  is  less  steep  than  that  depicted 
in  Figure  III-2),  on  both  sides  of  the  progressive  lower-middle 
range  because  the  change  is  not  great  relative  to  the  total  amount  of 
taxes  levied. 

The  more  detailed  Table  111-15,  which  shows  changes  in  burdens 
by  family  size  as  well  as  income  class,  discloses  that  some  house- 
holds actually  pay  more  tax  after  the  shift:   unrelated  individuals 
with  economic  income  greater  than  $25,000  would  be  liable  for  increased 
taxes.   It  should  be  remembered  that  this  analysis  deals  with  mean 
incomes  and  mean  taxes  by  family  size  and  income  class,  and  within 
each  cell  of  the  matrix,  there  is,  in  fact,  a  wide  diversity  of  actual 
tax  payments. 
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TABLE  III  -  m 

CHANGES  IN  TAX  PAYMENTS  IN  CITY  OF  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS  AS  A 
RESULT  OF  SHIFTING  SELECTED  FUNCTIONS  PROM  LOCAL  PROPERTY  TAX 
TO  A  COMBINATION  OF  STATE  INCOME,  SALES,  AND  MOTOR  FUEL  EXCISE  TAXES 

1970 


Net  Change  In  Net  Change  In 

Total  Tax  Payments  .  .  .  Mean  Tax 

(thousands  of  dollars)  Payments 


Economic 

Income 

Class 

0  - 

999 

1,000  - 

1,999 

2,000  - 

2,999 

3,000  - 

3,999 

4,000  - 

4,999 

5,000  - 

5,999 

6,000  - 

6,999 

7,000  - 

7,999 

8,000  - 

8,999 

9,000  - 

9,999 

10,000  - 

11,999 

12,000  - 

14,999 

15,000  - 

24,999 

$  -2377.45  $  -76.18 

-  389.73  -93.35 

-1419.72  -95.33 

-1475.93              '  -92.18 

-1409.15  -93.85 

-1527.39  -99.54 

-2059.12  -99.59 

-1925.77  -86.79 

-1695.45  -87.09 

-1558.60  -87.98 

-2329.79  -83.45 

-2099.59  -86.89 

-2139.19  -81.64 

25,000+                 -1572.75  -110.45 

Total  $  _23979.6l 


Netzer's  Case  2  applied  to  this  transfer  of  financing  to  three 
state  taxes  would  not  only  generate  greater  total  relief  to  Boston 
residents  (less  exporting  of  the  property  tax),  but  would  also  result 
in  a  more  "progressive"  distribution  of  the  relief,  so  that  one  group 
in  the  top  income  class  would  receive  no  relief,  and  in  fact  would 
pay  more  taxes  after  the  shift  than  under  the  present  system;  that 
group  is  "unrelated  individuals".   Every  other  income  class  would 
pay  less  tax  after  the  shift  under  Netzer's  Case  2  than  under 
"Yetzer's  Case  1.   What  this  makes  clear  is  that  Netzer's  Case  2 
assumes  the  property  tax  to  be  a  more  regressive  tax  than  the  standard 
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case  considered  in  the  table,  and  under  those  assumptions  property 
tax  relief  gives  more  benefit  to  lower  income  groups. 


Moving  to  the  other  side  of  the  "standard"  case,  one  can  see 
the  modifications  in  the  results  which  follow  from  adopting  the 
Orr  approach.   Because  more  of  the  property  tax  relief  is  exported, 
the  total  relief  to  Boston  taxpayers  is  about  two-thirds  that  re- 
flected in  the  tables.   And  because  the  property  tax  burden  is  not 
seen  as  regressive,  the  relief  ls_  regressive;  that  is,  it  favors 
the  higher  income  groups;  for  example,  the  highest  economic  income 
group  gets  more  relief  (as  a  percent  of  income)  than  the  $7,000  - 
$8,000  Income  class  does.   All  the  classes  get  some  relief,  but  less 
than  that  shown  in  the  tables,  except  for  the  highest  income  group 
which  receives  more  relief  than  that  shown. 

The  results  of  this  shift  to  these  state  taxes  on  the  basis 
of  projected  1973  expenditures  with  changes  in  service  level  have 
also  been  estimated.   As  summarized  in  Table  II  -15,  total  Boston 
expenditures  in  1973  for  the  functions  under  discussion  in  this 
study  are  estimated  to  be  $90,495,000,  and  the  statewide  total  (all 
municipalities),  $280,663,000.   However,  when  the  state  takes  over 
financing  of  these  functions,  changes  in  the  level  of  some  services 
offered  to  all  residents  are  expected  to  result  in  the  state  spend- 
ing $363,182,000  to  absorb  these  functions,  while  municipal  govern- 
ments save  the  $280.7  million.   Shifting  this  state  government  total 
to  the  same  combination  of  state  taxes  as  above  would  add  $93-3 
/million  to  the  motor  fuel  excise  and  $134.9  each  to  the  income  and 
sales  taxes . 


i 
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)  Taxes  paid  by  Boston  residents  would  be  affected  as  follows:  the  non- 
exported  property  tax  would  fall  by  $57.6  million;  residents  would  pay 
$16.2  million  more  income  tax,  $10.8  million  more  sales  tax,  and 
$5.8  million  more  gasoline  tax.   Total  taxes  thus  would  fall  by 
$24.9  million.   The  distribution  of  this  net  change  in  burden 
across  income  classes  is  shown  in  Table  111-16.   The  net  total 
change  is  close  to  that  shown  in  Tables  111-13  and  111-14,  but 
its  distribution' across  classes  is  different  because  the  various 
state  taxes  are  changed  to  different  degrees:   proportionately, 
the  income  and  sales  taxes  rise  by  less  than  the  gasoline  tax.   As 
a  result,  the  net  change  in  burden  is  slightly  more  favorable  to 
lower  Income  groups  (up  to  $9000  economic  income)  than  the 
shift  shown  in  Tables  III-13  and  III-14,  which  is  based  on  1970  costs. 
Shifting  the  Financing  to  Two  State  Taxes:   Income  and  Motor  Fuel 

As  pointed  out  in  the  preceding  section,  any  shift  from  local 
finance  to  state  taxes  must  result  in  a  decrease  in  the  total  tax 
burden  on  Boston  residents.   Because  Boston  residents  pay  a  higher 
share  of  the  total  state  income  tax  than  of  the  sales  tax,  the  shift 
discussed  in  this  section  results  in  less  overall  reduction  than  the 
shift  to  all  three  taxes.   The  change  in  burdens  among  income  classes 
is  also  different.   Specifically,  the  revenue  changes  under  the  two- 
tax  arrangement  are  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Boston  property  tax  is  reduced  by  $73,829,000; 

(2)  The  state  income  tax  is  increased  by  $220,833,000; 

(3)  The  state  motor  fuel  excise  rises  by  $15,853,000. 

\Net  total  payments  by  Boston  residents  are  reduced  by  $19.5  million, 
the  result  of  paying  $990,000  more  in  gasoline  taxes  and  $26.5  million 
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TABLE  III  -  17 

CHANGES  IN  TAX  PAYMENTS  IN  CITY  OF  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS 
AS  A  RESULT  OF  SHIFTING  VARIOUS  FUNCTIONS 
FROM  LOCAL  PROPERTY  TAX 
TO  A  COMBINATION  OF  STATE  INCOME  TAX  AND  MOTOR  FUEL  EXCISE, 

1970 


Net  Change  In 
Total  Tax  Payments 
(thousands  of  dollars) 


Economic 

Income  ( 

::iass 

$    0  - 

999 

1,000  - 

1,999 

2,000  - 

2,999 

3,000  - 

3,999 

4,000  - 

4,999 

5,000  - 

5,999 

6,000  - 

6,999 

7,000  - 

7,999 

8,000  - 

8,999 

9,000  - 

9,999 

10,000  - 

11,999 

12,000  - 

14,999 

15,000  - 

24,999 

25,000+  "■ 

Net  Change  In  ' 

Mean  Tax 

Payments 

$-  78 

97 

-  96 

11 

-101 

04 

-101 

09 

-106 

16 

-107 

01 

-102 

63 

-  75 

10 

-  75 

46 

-  73 

49 

-  70 

86 

-  64 

79 

-  31 

86 

43 

73 

$  -2464.50 

-  401.28 
-1504.75 
-1618.58 
-1593.92 
-1642.08 
-2122.13 
-1666.47 
-1469.00 
-1302.05 
-1978.37 
-1565.62 

-  834.93 
622.73 

Total  $-19540.91 


more  In  Income  taxes,  offset  by  the  reduction  of  $47.0  million  in 
the  local  share  of  property  taxes. 

The  distribution  of  the  above  net  reduction  across  income  classes 
is  more  "progressive"  in  the  upper  income  ranges  than  in  the  shift 
which  included  the  sales  tax.   The  highest  income  class  would  actually 
pay  more  taxes  after  the  shift  than  before,  the  tax  relief  (mean 
and  as  percent  of  income)  decreasing  at  a  more  rapid  rate  toward  the 
top  of  the  income  scale.   (See  Tables  III-17  and  III-I8.)   It  should 
be  noted  that  in  the  over-$25,000  economic  income  class,  all  families 
of  three  or  fewer  members  would  pay  more  total  taxes  after  the  shift; 
yin  the  $12,000  -  $25,000  range,  "unrelated  individual^'  would  also  get 
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^ negative  relief. 

The  results  may  be  compared  with  those  from  alternative  assump- 
tions about  who  bears  the  property  tax  (and  in  this  case,  who  there- 
fore receives  the  property  tax  relief).   Netzer's  Case  2  (in  which 
consumers  bear  more  of  the  tax)  [shows  low  Income  groups  receiving 
more  of  the  relief.   Orr  again  results  in  less  total  relief  to  Boston, 
the  additional  burden  being  paid  in  particular  by  the  two  income 
classes  immediately  below  the  top  class,  who  pay  more  taxes  after  the 
financing  transfer.   The  top  class,  in  contrast  to  the  table  results, 
would  also  receive  some  tax  relief,  because  the  Orr  case  suggests  that 
they  are  paying  a  large  share  of  the  property  tax  burden. 

The  results  of  shifting  estimated  1973  expenditures  with  assumed 
service  level  changes  to  the  two  state  taxes  is  also  examined.   (Totals 
from  Table  11-15),    Boston  residents  would  pay  $57-6  million  less  in 
local  property  taxes,  $32.4  million  in  additional  income  taxes  and 
$5.8  million  more  gasoline  tax,  leaving  them  with  a  net  tax  reduction 
of  $19.4  million.   The  distribution  of  the  burden  change  is  shown  in 
Tables  111-19  and  111-20.   The  substantial  shift  to  the  income  tax 
makes  the  net  change  progressive:   Boston  residents  with  economic 
incomes  over  $15,000  actually  would  pay  more  taxes  after  the  shift 
than  under  the  present  arrangement. 
Summary 

In  summarizing  the  results  of  this  chapter,  it  is  important  to 
take  note  of  several  factors.   First,  the  crucial  reason  that  Boston 
receives  tax  relief  through  statewide,  shifting  of  selected  functions 
\   the  Commonwealth  is  that  in  spite  of  some  exporting  of  the  property 
tax  burden,  Boston  residents  presently  pay  a  relatively  high  share  of 
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TABLE  III  -  19 

CHANGES  IN  TAX  'PAYMENTS  IN  CITY  OF  BOSTON  BY  INCOME  CLASS 
AS  A  RESULT  OF  SHIFTING  SELECTED  SERVICES 
)  FROM  THE  LOCAL  PROPERTY  TAX 

TO  A  COMBINATION  OF  STATE  INCOME  AND  MOTOR  FUEL  EXCISE  TAXES 
ESTIMATED  1973  EXPENDITURES  WITH  CHANGES  IN  SERVICE  LEVEL 


Economic 
Income  Class 


;  0   - 

1,000   - 
2,000   - 
3,000   - 
4,000    - 
5,000    - 
6,000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,000 

10,000 

12,000 

15,000 
25, 


999 
1,999 
2,999 
3,999 
4,999 
5,999 

-  6,999 

-  7,999 

-  8,999 

-  9,999 
-11,999 
-14,999 

-  24,999 
000+ 

Total 


Net  Change  In 
Total  Tax  Payments 
.(Thousands  of  dollars) 

$  -2824.45 

-  463-94 
-1737.91 
-1860.93 
-1829.19 
-1866.41 
-2364.84 
-1727.19 
-1453.12 
-1234.63 
-1770.08 

-1270.35 

-  240.30 
1200.17 

$-19443.12 


Net  Change  In 
Mean  Tax  . 
Payments 

$  -90.51 
-111.12 
-116.70 
-116.23 
-121.83  ■ 
-121.63 
-114.37 

-  77.84 

-  74.64 

-  69.69 

-  63.40 

-  52.57 

-  9.17 
84.28 


total  statewide  expenditures  for  these  services,  a  higher  share  through 
the  property  tax  than  their  share  of  any  of  the  tax  bases  on  which 
state  taxes  are  levied.   This  is  not  to  say  that  Boston  residents  re- 
ceive a  corresponding  share  of  the  services.   As  discussed  in 
Chapter  II,  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  present  financing  patterns 
through  the  local  property  tax  do  not  represent  a  proper  match  of  the 
beneficiaries  of  services  with  those  who  pay  for  them,  and  that 
shifting  to  state  finance  may  in  fact  more  adequately  match  costs  and 
benefits.   Second,  all  of  these  results  speak  of  property  tax  "relief", 
implying  a  reduction  of  the  tax  levy  in  Boston.   Alternatively,  the 
■aecislon  might  be  made  to  keep  taxes  where  they  are  and  to  use  the 
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f reed-up  revenues  for  other  public  purposes.   This  is  clearly  a 
decision  to  be  made  by  elected  city  officials;  but  it  should  be  re- 
membered that  City  of  Boston  residents  do  pay  state  taxes,  so  that 
the  reduction  in  property  taxes  is  not  experienced  as  total  "relief" . 
For  example,  in  the  first  case  discussed,  Boston  property  taxes  would 
be  reduced  by  $7^  million  and  Boston  residents  would  receive  net  relief 
from  all  taxes  of $21  million.   Finally,  in  making  any  decisions  about 
the  form  that  the  shifting  should  take,  one  should  be  as  aware  of  the 
consequences  in  the  distribution  of  the  burden  among  Boston  taxpayers 
as  of  the  total  net  reductions  foreseen.   Using  the  combination  of 
three  state  taxes  discussed  above  provides  more  relief  in  total  to 
residents'  of  the  City  of  Boston,  while  the  shift  to  only  two  taxes 
(the  i'rtc'ome  tax- "^rtd  motor  fuel  eixcise)  concentrates  a  smaller  amount 
of  tota'l  relief  among  the  lower  income  classes.   Thus,  there  is  a  very 
real  trade-off  between  greater  relief  to  poorer  groups  and  larger 
total  municipal  tax  relief  in  making  a  decision  about  what  financing 
form  the  services  takeover  by  the  state  should  take. 


J> 
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CHAPTER  III 

1.  Adapted  from  Walter  Vogt,  "The  Tax  Burden  Implications  of 
Centralization, "  prepared  for  the  Temporary  State  Commission 
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York  (1973). 

2.  For  a  complete  discussion  of  the  methodology  used,  see  Syracuse 
University  Corporation,  "An  Estimated  Income  Distribution  for 
Metropolitan  Areas:   Methodology,"  (1972). 

3.  U.  S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census  of  Governments,  1967,  Vol.2, 
Taxable  Property  Values,  Table  19,  pp.  132-133,  Boston. 
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D.  C,  1970),  Table  1.1. 

7.  1967  Census  of  Business,  Vol.  V,  Selectted  Services  Area  Statistics, 
part  2. 

8.  1967  Census  of  Transportation,  Vol.  Ill,  Commodity  Transportation 
Survey,  part  2. 

9.  1963  Census  of  Manufactures,  Vol.  Ill,  Area  Statistics. 

10.  Charles  E.  McLure,  Jr.,  "The  Interstate  Exporting  of  State  and 
Local  Taxes:   Estimates  for  1962,"  National  Tax  Journal,  Vol.  XX, 
No.  1  (March,  1967). 

11.  Internal  Revenue  Service,  Statistics  of  Income  -  1967,  Business 
Income  Tax  Returns,  Table  1.1. 

12.  Ibid . ,  Tables  2.5,  3.6,  and  5-6,  Massachusetts. 

13.  Larry  L.  Orr,  "The  Incidence  of  Differential  Property  Taxes  on 
Urban  Housing,"  National  Tax  Journal,  21:  253-62  (September,  I968) 

14.  Peter  Mieszkowski,  "The  Property  Tax:  An  Excise  Tax  or  a  Profits 
Tax?"   Journal  of  Public  Economics,  1:  73-96  (April,  1972). 

15-   Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  State-Local 
Finances:   Significant  Features  and  Suggested  Legislation 
(Washington,  D.C.  1972),  Table  102. 


-17^4- 


16.  U.  S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census  of  Housing:  1970,  Metropolitan 
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Public  Works  table,  "Adjusted  Number  of  Automobile  Registrations 
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27.  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
"Highway  Statistics  1970"  Motor  Fuel  Use  Table. 
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TABLE  A  -  1 
METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY  -  PROPERTY  TAX  BURDEN 

Case  1  Case  2 

Residential  property 

owner-occupiers  bear  100^               100^ 

renter-occupiers  bear  80^               100% 

owners  of  rental  units  bear  20%                0% 

They  are  37%  corporate  and  63%  noncorporate* 

Commercial  property 
Retail 
consumers  bear  '  75%  100% 

They  are  60%  residents  and  40%  nonresidents 
owner  :.  Lear  25%  0% 

They  are  5^%  corporate  and  46%  noncorporate* 
Wholesale 
consumers  bear  75%  75% 

They  are  24%  residents  and  76%  nonresidents 
owners  bear  25%  25% 

They  are  8l%  corporate  and  19%  noncorporate* 
Manufacturing 
consumers  bear  50%  90% 

They  are  25%  residents  and  75%  non-residents 
owners  bear  50%  10% 

They  are  98%  corporate  and  2%  noncorporate* 

Finance,  insurance,  real  estate  and  business  services: 

consumers  bear  75%  75% 

They  are  30%  residents  and  70%  non-residents 

owners  bear  25%  25% 

They  are  94%  corporate  and  6%  noncorporate* 

Vacant  land 

owners  bear  100%  100% 

They  are  19%  corporate  and  8l%  noncorporate* 


*Corporate  owners  are  21%  residents  and  79%  non-residents; 
Noncorporate  owners  are  76%  residents  and  24%  non-residents 
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